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PREFACE 


The  Final  Clark  County  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  has 
been  printed  in  an  abbreviated  format  consistent  with  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  regulations.   This  FEIS  must  be  used  with  the  Draft 
EIS  (INT  DEIS  82-33).   The  FEIS  contains  the  Summary  from  the  DEIS,  written 
comments  received  during  the  public  review  process,  substantiative  comments 
presented  at  the  public  hearing,  and  the  responses  to  those  comments. 


3?oa4! 


!  '  U 
i 


CJnr 


FINAL  |JM  1 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

PROPOSED  DOMESTIC  LIVESTOCK 
GRAZING  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAM 


9^5 
FE1S  82  -  35 


for 
CLARK  COUNTY 
Nevada 


D 


'^Federal  Center 


.A/3 


Denver 


25047 


Denver,  c°  ° 


Prepared   by 
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BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
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The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  proposes  to  implement  a  livestock  grazing 
management  program  for  Clark  County  in  the  Las  Vegas  District  in  southern 
Nevada.   This  program  proposes  to  determine  the  levels  of  rangeland  management 
intensity,  evaluate  the  existing  ephemeral  range  classification,  identify 
alternative  methods  of  protection  of  crucial  resource  areas,  and  list  the 
standard  procedures  for  operation.   Four  alternatives  are  considered  along 
with  the  Proposed  Action.   They  are:  No  Livestock  Grazing,  No  Action, 
Livestock  Production,  and  Natural  Resource  Protection.   A  discussion  of  the 
affected  environment  is  briefly  summarized  and  the  environmental  consequences 
occurring  from  the  Proposed  Action  and  each  alternative  are  documented  in  the 
EIS. 

For  Further  Information  Write  Kemp  Conn,  District  Manager 
P.O.  Box  26569,  4765  West  Vegas  Drive,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89126 

or  call  702-385-6403 

Date  Final  Statement  was  made  available  to  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
and  the  public: 
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SUMMARY 


THE  SETTING 

The  Las  Vegas  District,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM) ,  is  evaluating  its 
range  management  program  for  public 
lands  in  Clark  County,  Nevada.   The 
medium  of  evaluation  is  the  BLM's  land 
use  planning  system.   A  management 
framework  plan  (MFP)  is  being 
prepared.   Certain  MFP  Step  2 
recommendations  regarding  range 
management  are  the  focus  of  this 
environmental  impact  statement. 

The  area  under  consideration  is  in 
southern  Nevada,  largely  in  the  Mojave 
Desert  Biome.   It  covers  3,610,769 
acres  of  public  land  administered  by 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.   The 
total  acreage  within  Clark  County 
amounts  to  some  5.1  million. 

Since  December  7,  1968,  all  of  the 
grazed  public  lands  have  been 
administered  under  a  Special  Rule  for 
Ephemeral  Range,  promulgated  in  that 
year  by  BLM  and  simultaneously  applied 
to  the  Las  Vegas  District. 
Essentially,  this  rule  allows  the  BLM 
to  authorize  livestock  grazing  only 
when  precipitation  is  such  that  annual 
forage  plants  would  be  produced.   The 
grazing  emphasis  would  be  on  those 
ephemeral  plants. 

THE  PROGRAM 

As  a  result  of  the  planning 
evaluation,  the  District  proposed  a 
program  which  would  retain  the 
ephemeral  grazing  classification  on 
some  allotments  and  reclassify  others 
from  ephemeral  to  ephemeral-perennial 
grazing.   The  latter  category 
recognizes  the  existence  of  (or 
potential  for)  a  perennial  grazing 
base  which  can  be  used  for,  and 
improved  by,  livestock  grazing.   The 
program  also  proposed  different  levels 


of  management  (maintenance,  intensive, 
custodial)  based  on  that  potential  for 
improvement.   Other  proposals  involved 
management  direction  for  wild  horses 
and  burros,  and  for  wildlife  species, 
particularly  bighorn  sheep,  desert 
tortoise,  and  small  game. 

THE  ANALYSIS 

In  addition  to  the  Proposed  Action, 
outlined  above,  the  EIS  examined  four 
alternatives:   No  Action,  No  Livestock 
Grazing,  Livestock  Production,  and 
Natural  Resource  Protection. 
Components  of  each  of  the  five  courses 
of  action  are  summarized  in  Summary 
Table  One  and  include:  a  range 
classification  by  allotment;  a  setting 
of  wildlife  habitat  management  goals; 
a  setting  of  wild  horse  and  burro  herd 
use  areas  and  numbers  goals ;  and  a 
proposal  and  estimated  cost  for 
management  facilities. 

The  environmental  impacts  of  the  five 
courses  of  action,  as  discussed  in 
Chapter  Three,  are  shown  in 
comparative  form  in  Summary  Table  Two. 
These  impacts  are  identified  as  to 
their  significance  (based  on 
thresholds  described  in  Chapter  Three) 
and  whether  they  are  beneficial  or 
adverse  to  the  impacted  resource  or 
interest.   In  some  cases,  it  cannot  be 
determined  if  an  impact  would  exceed  a 
threshold,  in  which  case  only  the 
beneficiality  or  adversity  of  the 
impact  is  identified . 

AREAS  OF  CONTROVERSY 

Public  contacts  have  been  made  with 
interest  groups,  local  and  state 
governments,  other  federal  agencies, 
and  numerous  individuals  to  determine 
the  areas  of  concern  with  the  proposed 
grazing  management  program  for  Clark 
County  public  lands. 


The  main  area  of  controversy  involved 
the  initial  settings  of  livestock, 
wild  burro,  and  bighorn  sheep  use 
based  on  completed  range  inventory 
information.   Because  of  the  long 
history  of  use  of  perennial  forage 
under  ephemeral  management  guidelines 
and  the  climatic  extreme  in  southern 
Nevada,  it  was  felt  that  the  range 
survey  production  data  may  not  be 
indicative  of  true  carrying  capacity 
of  appropriately  managed  perennial 
forage,  so  the  range  survey  production 
data  was  not  used  to  set  stocking 
levels  and  periods-of-use  (see 
Appendix  F  in  the  DEIS). 

Some  data  from  the  range  survey  was 
used  to  aid  in  recommending 
reclassifications  and  in  this  analysis 
(see  Appendices  A  and  F  in  the  DEIS). 

Actual  reclassifications  and  future 
adjustments  in  use  would  be  made  over 
a  five-year  period,  using  a 
combination  of  monitoring  information 
and  inventory  data,  and  would  begin 
immediately  following  completion  of 


Adjustments  in  use  would  first  begin 
within  those  allotments  which  were  to 
be  reclassified  and  where  studies  and 
inventory  information  indicate 
excessive  utilization  above  carrying 
capacity. 

THE  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 

The  Proposed  Action  is  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management's  Preferred 
Alternative.   Overall,  the  Proposed 
Action  would  provide  for  improvement 
in   the  conditions  of  all  natural 
resources,  within  a  multiple-use 
context.  Specifically,  the  Proposed 
Action  accomplishes  the  following: 

*  It  would  result  in  a  significant 
improvement  of  the  vegetation  resource 
on  the  public  rangelands  in  Clark 
County. 


*  The  Proposed  Action  would  result  in 
sufficient  habitat  improvement  so  as 
to  allow  bighorn  sheep  populations  in 
current  habitat  to  reach  reasonable 
numbers  in  the  long  term  or  shortly 
thereafter.   That  would  lead  to 
increased  hunting  and  recreational 
opportunities . 

*  This  alternative  would,  in  the  long 
term,  provide  adequate  spring  forage 
to  desert  tortoise,  affording  females 
a  better  opportunity  to  recover  from 
the  stresses  of  egg-laying.   That 
should  improve  the  male-female  ratio 
in  the  population  and  result  in  a 
long-term  improvement  in  the  viability 
of  those  populations. 

*  On  29  of  34  currently  grazed 
allotments  in  Clark  County,  there 
would  be  either  improvement  or 
maintenance  of  the  status  quo  in  the 
present  livestock  operations.   On  18 
of  the  29,  intensive  or  maintenance 
management,  establishment  of  perennial 
grazing  preference,  and  properly 
regulated  ephemeral  grazing  would 
stabilize  the  livestock  operations  and 
provide  a  sustained  yield  of  livestock 
forage.   Offsetting  that,  to  a  degree, 
would  be  the  potential  for  elimination 
of  current  livestock  operations  on 
five  ephemeral/custodial  allotments. 
In  all  five  situations,  however,  the 
ephemeral  forage  resource  would  remain 
available  to  entrepreneurs  able  to 
make  profitable  use  of  it. 

*  The  Proposed  Action  would  create 
profitable  opportunities  for  11  more 
persons  to  work  as  guides  for  bighorn 
sheep  hunters. 

*  The  Proposed  Action  produces  an 
acceptable  return  to  the  public  for 
each  public  dollar  invested; 
benefit-to-cost  ratio  is  1.12  to  1. 

COORDINATED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  AND 
PLANNING 

Coordinated  Resource  Management  and 


Planning  (CRMP)  is  a  public 
involvement  process  intended  to  bring 
together  citizens,  agencies,  and 
interest  groups  to  focus  their 
problem-solving  energies  on  an  issue 
or  problem  in  which  most  or  all  of 
them  have  an  interest.   All  affected 
interests  can  actively  participate  in 
the  planning  process  through  CRMP  and 
their  input  will  be  considered  before 
BLM  makes  a  final  decision  on  grazing 
management  actions. 

In  terms  of  range  management  in  Clark 
County,  the  task  of  the  CRMP  process 
would  be  to  apply  the  county-wide 
decisions  on  range  classification  and 
management  intensities  flowing  from 
this  EIS  to  specific  allotments  or 
areas  in  Clark  County.   The 
participants  would  focus  on  specific 
resource  use  incompatibilities  within 
an  identified  geographic  area.   The 


objective  of  the  process  would  be  to 
develop  grazing  management  schemes, 
resource  management  facilities,  and 
forage  allocations  which  would 
optimize  multiple  use  of  the  public 
rangelands  of  Clark  County ,  as  well  as 
enhance  the  conditions  of  the  basic 
vegetation  and  soil  resources  of  the 
range.   Although  the  consultative 
process  of  CRMP  is  the  committed 
direction  of  the  BLM  in  reaching 
rangeland  use  decisions,  the  District 
and  Area  Managers  in  Las  Vegas  retain 
the  authority  and  responsibility  to 
make  resource  use  adjustments 
independently  of  CRMP  when  data  and 
conditions  require  such  action. 

An  essential  element  of  the  CRMP 
process  is  the  development,  through 
resource  monitoring,  of  a  creditable 
and  mutually  acceptable  data  base  to 
support  the  detailed  planning  process. 


SUTOVWY  TAIHJR  (W, 
ANALYSIS  aJMltlNWTS  OF  HIE  Al-TTWWnVKS   INUJUIN:'.  THE  H8JPOSH5  ACTION 


Gmjxjnents 


Proposed  Aelitin 


Alternatives 


No  Action 


No  hlvesttxk  Crazing 


I A  ves  tgck  Product  It  jn 


Natural  Resource  Pro  Lection 


Sloct-Term 
Management 

Actions 


Of   the  49  allotments,    IB  would 
be  reclassified  EP,    16  would 
remain  classified  E,  and    15 
would  remain  ungraded. 


IB  EP  allotments,    1   E  allotment, 
and   1  ungrazed  allotment  would 
be.  managed   In  tlie   improve 
category;    15  E  allotments  would 
be  managed   fn  tlv  Custodial 
category;  and   14  allotments 
would  continue    In  nn  tug  razed 
category. 

Monitoring  would  be  done  on  tlie 
16  Nevada-administered  EP 
allotments   to  help  determine 
livestock  base  nerd   levels  and 
pe  r 1 od  s-of ^use . 

Initial    livestock  stocking  level 
on  tlv3    16  Nevada-administered  EP 
allotments  would  he  a 
five-year-average  of   ZA,15fl 

AJJMa. 


tyihemeral  use  would  be 
autliorized  only  after  strict 
inspection  of  ephomeral    fornft? 
product  Ion,  willi  consideration 
given   to  otli-r   resource  necdii. 


All  49  allotments  would  remain 
class!  fled  episcleral;    7 
allotments  wliich  are  allotted 
hut  ungrazed  could   he   grazed    In 
the  future;   B  allotments  wtjuld 
remain  twigrflzed. 


Nn  designation  of   selective 
management    categories   for 
livestock  grazing  allotments 
would  be  made. 


No  monitoring  of    perennial 
forage  would  be  dune. 


No    livestock  stocking    levels  are 
set  on  ephemeral    range. 


Eplxmernl    forage  would  not 
HfCPflNfirUy  be   f ield-evnluate 
|irk>r   to   licensing  e|i«mernl 


AH   domestic    livestock  grazing 
would   be  eliminated. 


Nn  designation  of   selective 
manageinenl    categories   for 
livestock   grazing  allotments 
would  lx-  matle. 


Mnnl  tori  ng  would   he  nectmpH  shed 
ctsmry-wide   to  assure   that    range 
carrying  capacities  were  not 
being  exceeded  by  wildlife  nr 
wild  torses  and  burros. 

No  livestock  would  be  grazed. 


No  ephnnerol  use  by  domestic 
livestock  would  be  mil  liorl  rati . 


Of    tlie  49  allotments,    18  would 
be  reclassified  El',    16  would 
ram  In  classified  E,  and  the  15 
currently  ungrazed  allotments 
would  lie  classified  E  and  made 
available   for  grazing. 


Marogament    Intensity  would  be 
designated   as  under   tlie    Promised 
Act  Ion. 


Monitoring  would  be  tV>ne  ;v 
under   tip  Proposed  Action. 


Initial    livestock  stocking   level 
on  the    16  Nevada-admlnl  stored   EP 
nl  lotmenls  would  be   7H,(m9  #Ms, 
2<T£  greaLer  Llvin  tin-  past 
f  t  ve-year-ave  rag,e . 


!*,]i Mineral    use  would   I*' 
nut  IwtxtHl  on  al  1  47 
Nevada-administered  al  Kiln 
wl  tliout  -field    Inspect  lout 
rnuHldernt  Ion   of    oll»-r    ret 
v,  1 1 1  ic  1 1 . 


The  49  allotments  would  be 
classified  as   for  tlie 
Proposed  Action;    in  addition, 
domestic  slieep  grazing  would 
he  eliminated    frun   tlx1 
Buukerville  and  Christmas 
Tree  Pass  al lotments   to 
resolve  a  conflict  with 
hlgliom  slieep. 

Management    intensity  would  \a 
designated   as   under    tlie 
Proposed   Action, 


Mattering  of  all  gracing 
animals  would  be  ttrrosipl  t  slud 
to  make  adjustments    leading 
to  sustained-yield 
itilizattnn  levels. 

Initial    livestock  stocking 
level   on   the    16 
,Nr-va<l-i-nd«dnl  stored   EP 
allotments  would   he    I**,  \'.'7 
AIlMs,  or  20  X  less   tlvm  tlie 
past   five— year-average. 

R|in  moral    two  would  be 

aulUirlzi'd   only  after  strict 
inspect  ion  of   rptitwrnl 

forag.e   product  Ion  ami 
reservs!  Ion  of  a   certain 
tiiitunl   of   forng,e   for  desorL 
tortoise. 


Wild  UiiMcH  and  Imrros  undid 
Initially  U'  managed   at  current 
levels    In  existing  U»rd   ime 
areas.      Desirable  ixmlx'rs  would 
be  determined   thnwgli  monitoring 
and  (M1,  and  maintained   in 
present  habitat. 

Bigliorn  sheep  habitat  wtxild 
initially  be  managed   to  support 
current   populations   in  existing 
liabitat.     Management   goal  would 
be  to  provide  for  reasonable 
numbers   in  current  habitat. 


Wild  horses  and  burros  would 
cuul  lime   tt>  he  maiuged   nt 
current    levels   In  existing  li'nl 
tme  areas. 


Wildlife  habitat  wmld  be 
managed   to  satisfy   tlm 
requirements  of  current  numbers 
in  existing   locations;   expansion 
would  not  be  opposed. 


9M   Imrroit  would    tie    rrwwi'd    Imn 

(old  IVii  le  and  reiocalod  to  the 
rWUly  MtHinhiliiH  (ol)  nral 
Eldorado  area   (IS);   wild  Ixirsos 
and  burros   In  the  Spring 
Mount  al  iw  would  be  allowed   to 
Increase  by  2(tf.. 

Tlie  wildlife  liabltat  management 
goal   would  be  to  satisfy  tlie 
requirements  of  reantmable 
lumbers    In  current   and  historic 
habitat;    relntroduct  Ions  would 
he  made. 


Murrn  IvnlH   In  I  lie    old   Hutte, 
M»Mv  Mtwtililln,   fli*l   Eldorado 
ln'tll   (tfje  areas  would   U*   ritlorod 
by  hill"  ("WEI  imirmlA);  wild 
lr>rses  raid  Imrros   In  tlv  Spring 
Mountains  would  bt1  maiv^ed  nt 
current   nuiraVrs. 

("urre'it  numbers  of  hlgUmi  slieep 
would   ht;   maintained    in  existing 
tvtbltat   except    In  tin- 
ftmkervllle  ami  Hiristrivis  Tree 
Pass   allotments,   wiiere   blj'Jmni 
wxjld  be   removed   to  resolve 
conflicts  with  domestic   slieep. 


Wild  luiraes  nod   ImrroM  would 
be  iivuviged  at    current     levels 
In  exiting  henl  m*'  artvis, 
twet'pt    in  Cold   Unite  wiii-re 
25*)  burros  wtxild   he   reuoved. 


A  certain  amount   of   ephemeral 
Torage,    to  be  dntermintxi 
Ihrouj'.li  tU>  CIWI*  pronw, 
wxild  he   reserved   for  desert 
tortoise. 


5UMMAKV  TA!W,  ONE  (ronUnwcd) 
ANALYSIS  onMPONFWS  OF  TIP:  ALTERNATIVES   ItfJUIUW,  TUP.  PRWlfiET)  ACTKW 


_pTOPOged  ft^'j-"'!. 


No  Livestock  Crazing 


Livestock  Production 


M-'.Luml  Rf -source  Protcc t  Lon 


Developments  w*ild  he 
constructed  to  protect  Ifl 
rlpnrlan  are;is  and  l^  biglt 
waters. 


On  Che  16  Newwtn-administered  ' 
allotments,  AMPs  would  he 
developed  on  7  allotments,  an 
existing  AMP  would  be  revised, 
and  gracing  syatems  would  be 
implemented  on  R  allotments* 


No  major  wildlife-related 
projects  win ild  hr  tnltlnterl. 


No  AMPh  would  he  developed  0t 
irnplnnr-'T'it  *vl. 


40  wildlife  guzzlers  would  he 
roast  meted  to  expand  bighorn 
Hibitnt;  two  riparian  arena 

would  he  protected  from  burro 

115V. 


No  AMPs  would  he  developed 

Implemented, 


or 


41  wildlife,  guzzlers  would  he 
constructed  in  current  bighorn 
habitat. 


AMI'S  and  grazing  systnns  would 
hn  developed  and  implemented  as 
t  eider-  the  Proposed  Art  Ion. 


Riparian  and  blgliom  wildlife 
developments  would  be 
rnwl  meted  art  uiwier  tlx? 
Proponed  Act  ion. 


AMPh  aitl  grazliy,  BVStWW 
would  hi-  developed  .ml 
Implemented  as  under  the 
Propmed  Action. 


Range  fniprovnnents  would  be 
developed  to  improve  livestock 
distribution  and  forage 
utilization.)  7  mi  pipeline,  h 
troughs,  6  ml   fpivc,    !  water 
tank. 


No  nvi  Jtir  livestock-related  range 
Improvements  would  he  developed; 
most  range  improvement  funding 
would  be  devoted  Co  maintenance 

of  SKiHttng  projects. 


Nn  If  vest'ick-relat.ed  range 
Improvenentfl  would  be  developed 

or  Implemented. 


Range  improvements  would  be 
developed  to  imprcwe  livestock 
distribution  and   forage 
utilization:  A. 5  ml  pipeline,  "i 
trcaigha,  1  water  tank- 


Range  Improvements  would  be 
developed  to  Improve 
livestock  distribution:  7.3 
ml  pipeline,  ft  txaighs,   1 
water  tank. 


Resolution  of  problems  would 
result  In  17  EH  allotments 
mnnaRcd  in  tlie  I  category,   1  EP 
allotment  In  the  M  catcjpry,    16 
R  allotments  In  tip  C  category, 
and  15  allotments  would  remain 

ungraded . 


JVC  ions  described  for  tlif 
term  would  continue. 


Actions  described  for  tlie 
term  would  continue. 


Management  intensity  would 
evolve  as  under  tlw  EVnpoard 

Art  Ion. 


Management    Intensity  would 
evolve  as  isider  the  Proposed 
Action. 


Monitoring  of  the  16 

Nevada-administered  EP 
allotments  would  contii 
assist  in  adjusting  grazing 
numbers. 


HonitortnR  of  tlie  16 
Nevada-administered  EP 

to  allotments  would  eontirsie  to 

assist  In  adjusting  grazing 
numbers. 


Monitoring  at  the  16 
Nevada-administered  EP 
allotments  would  continue  to 
assist  in  adjusting  gracing 
cumbers. 


Monitoring  of  the  16 
NevMdfi-admlniatcred  ep 

allotments  would  continue  to 
assist  in  adjusting  grazing 

numbers. 


Monitoring  of  the  16 
Nevada-administered  EP 
allotments  would  continue  to 
assist   In  adjusting  grazing 
nunbers. 


Additional   range  improvements 
would  he  developed  on  the  I 
allotments  to  improve   livestock 
distribution  and  expand 
access IM  11  Ly  to  perennial 
forage. 

Bighorn  11M1*  projects  would  ho 
developed  to  resolve 

1  ivt'Hlock'-bfglinm  conflicts  and 
to  help  bighorn  achieve 
reasonable  mmbers. 

Short  Term  -  $  287,000 
Lor«  Term  -  $1,140,(1X1 
Total.  -  $1,427,0(10 


Short  Term  -  $  83,000 
long  Term  -  $Vi0,(XK) 
Total  -  $423,000 


Rw-rt  Term  -  gZlO/XXl 
Long  Term  -  S700,f)00 
Total  -  $91-0,000 


Additional  range  trnprovemnnts 

wnuld  be  developed  on  tlie  [ 
allotments   to  Improve   livestock 
distribution  and  expnnd 
accessibility  to  perennial 
forage. 

Additional  hlghum  Ruzzlen* 
wtxdd  br?  develrjped   to  ofT^'t 
Increased  livestock  use  of 
natural  springs  and  waters. 


$     290,000 

■  $1,140,000 

■  Sl^'lO.IKO 


nii-.i 

>m 

IHI'  prnKlH  u. 

M  It- 

ck'vc 

ln,» 

■(1  n[»]  rfltilnilm 

t  [mi- 

lutn 

hi 

itortr  h/ihltfiL  w 

ll  H 

he  m 

uV 

Short  T 

■™  -  $     2%, (00 

I./nif 

T>* 

rm    -  SI,l'i0,tHl 

Totn 

1 

-  Sl,4T.,l«X) 

Abbreviations: 

E  -  Ephemeral 

EP  -  Ephemeral -Perennial 

I  -  Intensive 

c  -  Custodial 

M  -  Maintenance 

AMP  -  Allotment  Management  Plan 

IMP  -  Habitat  ttinageiivnt  Plan 


Source!  Clark  Comity  KTS  TWm  19R2. 


SimVRY  TABU-.    IWO 


OWPARATUVK  SUTWRY  OF  HKNKFlCtAL  AND  UNAVOIuABIK 
AJWERSK  IMPACT 


Environmental 
Elements 


Protionod  Action 


Altcnwtl  ven  __ 

No  Livestock  Clrnr.lng 


Livestock  production 


Natural  Rceourcfi  Protect  ton 


Vegetation 
Short  Term 


Vegetation  In  the  major  (Insert 
wash  areas  would  improve  -    BI 


Riparian  vegetation  around  the 
18  protected  springs  would 
inrprove  -     BI 


Riparian  and  desert  wash 
vegetation  would  continue  to 
deteriorate  -    SAI 


Riparian  and  desert  wash 
vegetation  would  recover  and 
Improve  -     SBI 


Vegetation  in  major  desert 
washes  would  Improve  -    BI 


Riparian  vegetation  would 
continue  to  deteriorate  -    Al 


Vegetation  in  the  major 
desert  waslies  would  improve  - 
BI 

Riparian  vegetation  around 
the  18  springs  would  improve 
-     BI 


Long  Terra  Vegetation  on  the  15  isigrazed 

allotments  would  move  toward 
ecological  climax  condition. 

Livestock  forage  condition  on  H 
FnVl  allotments  would  improve  on 
92  of  acrejige  -    SBI 

The  vegetation  community  In  the 
Gold  Butte  area  would  stabilize 
and  plant  diversity  would 
Increase  -     BI 


There  would  be  continued  loss  of 
perennial  grasses  and  shrubs  - 
Al 

Tlie  deterioration  of  Che 
vegetation  connunlty  In  told 
Btltte  would  slow  or  atop. 


Livestock  forage  rendition  would 
improve  by  WK  -     SBT 

Vegetation  would  move  toward 
ecological    climax  condition. 

Vegetation  In  the  (iild  Butte 
area  would  Imprfjve  as  under  tlm 
Proponed  Action,  but  at  a  slower 
rate  -    BI 


Livestock  forage  condition  would 
improve  as  under  the  Proposed 
Action,  but  at  a  alower  rate  - 
SBI 

Impacts    to  vegetation    In  the 
Chid  Butte  area  would  he1  the 
same  ss  under  (lie  Proposed 
Action  -     Bt 


Livestock   forage  condition 
would  impro^.  as  under  tlie 
Proposed  Action,  but  at  a 
faster  rate  -     SBI 


Conflicts  at  15  bighorn  sheep 
waters  would  be  resolved  -    BI 

Conflicts  on  239,000  acres  of 
cnicial  desert  tortoise  habitat 
would  be  reditced  -    BI 

Conflicts  would  continue  on 
247,200  acres  of  cnicial 
tortoise  habitat  -    Al 

777,400  acres  of  crucial  quail 
hah I  tat  would  Improve  -    BI 

Riparian  and  desert  wash  habitat 
would  Improve  -     BI 


Wildlife  habitat  In  riparian  and 
desert  wash  areas  would  continue 
to  deteriorate  -    Al 


Wildlife  habitat  in  riparian  and 
desert  wash  areas  would  improve 
-    BI 


Rlghorn  conflicts  with  livestock 
would  increase  and  new  conflicts 
would  be  created  with  licensing 
in  previously  ungrazed 
allotments  -     Al 

Ojiall  populations  would  decrease 
-     AT 

Wildlife  habitat  in  riparian  and 
desert  wash  areas  would 
deteriorate  rapidly  -    Al 

Conflicts  would  be  create*!  for 
tin1  limited  elk  population  in 
tlie  Spring  Mountains  -     AT 


Impacts  to  wildlife  would  be 
tie  same  as  under 
tlie?  Proposed  Action,  with 
more    intensity  of  slwrt-term 
benefits  because  of  initial 
decrea.se  In  livestock 
conflicts  -     BI 


Long  Term  Current  bighorn  liabl  tat  would  be 

improved  and  populations  would 
approach  reasonable  numbers  - 
SBI 


All  wildlife  popuLatloivs  may 
decline,   the  tortoise  possibly 
to  nonviable   levels  -    Al 


Both  current  and  historic 
bighorn  Ivibltat  would  fjnpruve 
ho  as   to  support    reasonable 
niitihTH  -       SBI 


BLghom  populations   In  the 
Virgin  Mountains  and  E-fe-wberry 
Mountains  would  be  decimated  - 
SAT 


Tortoise  population  viability 
would  he  assured  by  ephemeral 
forage   reservations  -     BI 


Increased  perennial   forage  would 
benefit  desert  tortoise  -    Bl 


Increased  perennial    forage  would 
result   In  better  survival   and 
reproduction  of  desert    tortoise 
-     SBI 

Average  quail    populations  may 
Approach  wr»t-year  levels  -     Bl 


Tortoise  populations  would 
decline  -     SAI 


SI  WWW  TABLE  TWO  (continued) 


OMPARATIvK  SlWtNRY  UK  HKNKK  [CIAL  AND  IINAVni  IW1IJ". 
AIVKUSK.  IMPACTS 


Environmental 
Elements 


Proposed  Action 


Alternatives 


No  Livestock  Grazing 


Livestock  Production 


Natural  Resource  Protection 


Wild  Horses  and 


Removal  of  animals  could  result 
In  a  death  loss  of  0-3%  of 
removed  animals. 

Tl»e  remaining  herds  could 
ex|*'rlence   trnprtwcd  reproduction 
rates  -    BI 


Imparts  of  removal  would  be  tie  Intacta  of  removal  would  be  tlie  Impacts  of  removal  would  be 


same  as  uxler  tlte  Proiwsed 
At't  Ion. 


Conflicts  with   livestock  would 
be    rediKod  -     BT 


same  as   tlie  Proposed  Action. 

Conflicts  with  livestock  may  be 
created  by    Licensing  use  on     • 
previously  ungnized  allotments  - 
At 


tie  sane  as  under  llie 
Proposed  Action. 

Conflicts  with  livestock 
would  be   redured  -     BI 


l.nng  Term  Additional  nuige  improvements 

may  charge  tlie  size  of  current 
herd  use  areas  -    AI 


The  Gold  Butte  l»erd  may  exceed 
tlie  carrying  capacity  of  its 
range  and  crash  -    AI 


Additional   range  improvements 
may  clmnge   the  size  of  current 
lierd  use  areas  -    AI 


Addltinivil   range  Improvements 
may  cliange  tlie  size  of 
current  herd  use  areas  -    AI 


Livestock 
Grazing 

Short  Term 


l.nrw  Term 


Strict  ephemeral  inspections 
could  cause  up  to  ^  Licensees  to 
seek  alternative  grazing 
operations  with  a  loss  of   14%  of 
total  AUMs  harvested  in  tie 
county  -     SAI 

Initial    reductions   In  |*}ronninl 
usage  could  he  indicated  by 
muni  tori  tig  data  -     AI 

A  net    Increase    Ln  available  AlJHs 
would  occur  -     BI 


Mire  ephemeral  grazing  would  he 
available  on  7  previously 
imgrazed  allotments  -    BI 


Am  perennial    forage  declines, 
I  [veil lock  op-rnf  Ions  wnlti 
luffilie    less   productive   -      AI 


Use  of  30,8%  AUMs  would  he 
eliminated,  most  livestock 
operations  Ui  the  covinty  would 
be  eliminated  -     SAI 


Reductions  would  Ivsve   to  be  made 
to  compensate  frcro  overuse 
n^isultlng  from  Iirmedlate 
increase  in  livestock  use  -    AI 


A  |*>Ht-1uty-t.rnn  net   Increase 
available  AIMs  would  tx-ciir  - 
BI 


Strict  ephemeral  inspections 
would  have  tlie  same  Impacts 
as  under  tlie  Proposed  Action 

-     SAI 

Immediate  roductlons  ln 
livestock  grazing  would 
decrease  AIMh  harvested  -  AT 


A  long-ienn  net:    Increase  in 
available    forage  would  occur 


Five  eplwinernl  operators  may 
suffer  a  loss    In   Income  of  up  to 
g!2,557,  niifl   ln  net  worth  of  up 
to  $109,<XX>  -    SAI     to 
Individual,       AI     to  county  and 
Industry. 


Rancher  net  worth  would  decline 
by  $771,400  -    SAI    to 
Individuals  only. 

Pour  full-time  employees  would 
be  displaced  -     SAI     to 
individuals  only. 


The  following  Impacts  would 
occur  to  ranchers : 

>Small    Ranch 

Increased   cash  flow  -     BI 
Continued  net   loss  -     BI 

..•Medium  Ranch 

Cash  flow  up   to 

$5^96  -    SBI 
Net  return  up  to 

$3, ^30  -    SBI 

>l_nrgo  Ranch 

Cash  flow  up  to 

$18,  WR  -     SBI 

Net  return  up  to 

$10,310  -    SRI 


The  following  impacts  would 
occur  to  rnivhers: 

>Small  Ranch 

Lower  rash  flow  -     AI 
Tncoiie  may  not  meet 
ftxed  costs  -     AI 

>Medium  Ranch 

Cash  flow  down   to 

$1,403  -     SAI 
Net  return  down  to 

<$663>  -    SAI 

Marge  Ranch 

Cash  flow  flown  l  o 

$V^<(>   '     SAI 
Net  return  d'«wn   to 

<$2,WJ>  -      SAI 


SuWAKY  TABU-:  'IWU  (cunt  inued) 

UMI'AKATIVli  SUMWUW  I*  BKNKI'IOIAI,  ANIJ  UNAVOIIViBLK 
AWHISK   INI'ACI'K 


Kuvltoim'iitul 
KIiujiiIh 


iOiii 


A.  I  li 


:l  Ion 


Al  ternal Ivni 
No  Uveal  iK-k  tjra/.iiij', 


LlvcHl  ih-U   I'rodurl  Ion 


liilurnl   RrwutfVE  Prolerl  inn 


Handier  net  wurtli  wixild  increase  Handier  nut  worth  would 

by  $120,77!)  -    SHI     U)  ducttne  by  $229,775  -    SAI 

Individuals  only  to  Individuals  only 

IXjcreasnl  blgliorn  hunter-day  Increased  quail  hunter-days 

revenue  would  be  $2 ,937  annually  would  Increase  economic 

-    AI  benefits  by  $118,300  -    HI 


Decreased  quill  hiinter-<iay 
revenue  would  be  $119,360  -    AI 


l;jng  Term  Uk'rtswod  blgliorn  hunlcr-dsys 

would  provide    liure.uwd   values 
ot    $I2H.,'>70  -     111 

Ijlcreased  quail   biniur-diys 
v  would  provide   lllcreased  valuta 

of   frum  $82,810  to  $591, SIX) - 
Bl 

IkHtuf  It/Cost  1.12  to  1   (prment-vsluu 

Kit tu  beneflta  $707,944  to 

present-value  costs  $631,1B3). 


Kinchcr  Hf i U im  ami  iH'l 

iik- 

illl! 

WKiUi  ik»: I  liu-f  -     AL 

illUll   1  !■;:,     l>l      bl^ltOni    Hill 

n> 

ill 

would  di_i'.llau  ~     AI 

0  to    I    (no  or  unquant  1 1  iable 
losses  to  COtitB  of  $185,H52). 
Possible  net  lows. 


likrrcaaed  blgUirn  liunLri^-daya 
would  pnsliue  ei'oiumtc   Ix-ncills 
of   $2«4,blX)  -     HI 

Increased  quail  liunter-days 
would  increase  economic  benefits 
to  $591, 5(X)  -     Bl 


6.4    to    I    (pi'talent-Aral  ue    lieiU'llts 

$2,h44,325  to  present-value 
casts  $413,070). 


0  to  i,  with  pons 1 hie  net 
loss  of  over  $1.2  million. 


Incrcasud  blglioni  hunter-days 
would  Increase  economic 
beneflts  by  $2HA,HXI  annually 
-    Bl 


2.55  to  I   (present-value 
benefits  $1,61H,22H  to 
present-value  costs 
$633,489). 


Abbreviations : 

AI  -  "Adverse  Impact 

Bl  -  Beneficial   Impact 

SAi  -  Significant  Adverse   Iraiuct  (see  UeUmnlnat  Ion  of  Significant    Impacts  In  Ctinptor  3) 

SKI  -  Significant  ttemrflctal  liquet  (sec  IX:tertiilnat  luo  of  Significant   Impacts   In  0lia|>tur  3) 

K  -  lipluneral 

El*  -  KplieitieraJ -Perennial 

I  -   Intensive 

C  -  Custodial 

M  -  Maintenance 

IW  -  Allotment  Miiingnnsit  Plan 

IMP  -  Habitat  HnyijvaiairiL  Plan 

AIM  -  Animal   Unit  Months 

B/0  -   ISerlollf-iu-Cont 

<$>  -  [jhhh 


Source:     Clark  County  KIS  'Item  19B2. 


ERRATA 


Summary 

On  DEIS  page  2,  last  sentence,  change  "cost-to-benefit"  to  "benefit-to-cost." 

In  Summary  Table  One,  DEIS  page  4,  under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  Long  Term, 
delete  the  following  sentence:  "Monitoring  of  the  16  Nevada-administered  EP 
allotments  would  continue  to  assist  in  adjusting  grazing  numbers." 

Chapter  One 

On  DEIS  page  9,  under  Resource  Problems,  Problem  5:  change  the  first  sentence 
to  "Nine  major  desert  wash  areas  receive  concentrated  pressure  from  livestock 
when  livestock  are  allowed  to  graze  near  those  areas." 

Chapter  Two 

On  DEIS  page  23,  change  the  lowest  elevation  in  Clark  County,  at  Lake  Mohave, 
to  600  feet  instead  of  1,000  feet. 

On  DEIS  page  25,  change  the  second  sentence  to  "Information  for  livestock 
forage  condition  was  gathered  during  the  1979  range  survey...." 

On  DEIS  page  28,  under  Wild  Horses  and  Burros,  add  the  following  after  the 
first  paragraph: 

According  to  the  Committee  on  Wild  and  Free-Roaming  Horses  and  Burros  (1980), 
annual  increase  rates  of  feral  horses  have  been  reported  on  a  wide-ranging 
scale.   Numerous  studies  are  referenced  in  this  report.   In  lieu  of 
conflicting  data  an  increase  of  10  percent/year  has  been  chosen  to  represent 
the  mean  recruitment  rate  for  horses  for  the  purpose  of  the  Clark  County 
Grazing  EIS.   It  should  be  noted  that  rates  as  low  as  7  percent  and  as  high  as 
30  percent  (under  ideal  situations)  have  been  projected.   An  ideal  situation 
assumes  high  reproduction  and  virtually  no  mortality.   According  to  the  Clark 
County  URA,  a  rate  of  10  percent  approximates  the  ratio  of  adult/young 
observed  during  the  197  9  inventory. 

Numerous  studies  can  be  cited  on  burro  demography  in  relation  to  annual 
recruitment  rates.   In  a  study  done  by  Seegmiller  and  Ohrnart  (1981)  in  the 
Bill  Williams  Mountain  Region  of  Arizona,  annual  rates  of  increase  were 
estimated  at  20  to  23  percent.   A  20  percent  recruitment  rate  was  reported  in 
the  Committee  on  Wild  and  Free-Roaming  Horses  and  Burros  final  report  but  it 
was  suggested  that  this  may  be  high.   In  a  personal  communication  with  Grissom 
(October  1981),  a  rate  of  13  to  17  percent  was  suggested  as  reported  by 
Woodward  and  Ohrnart  (1976).   For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis  a  20  percent 
rate  of  recruitment  is  used.   From  figures  obtained  from  the  Clark  County  URA, 
1979  inventory  observations  suggest  a  much  higher  rate.   Inventories  done  in 
the  Tassi-Gold  Butte  Herd  Management  area  suggest  a  rate  approximating  20 
percent. 

9 


It  should  be  noted  that  the  rates  of  increase  applied  to  analysis  in  this  EIS 
are  very  general.   To  be  accurate,  a  data  base  for  each  herd  area  would  be 
necessary.   Population  statistics  are  not  available  at  this  time. 

On  DEIS  page  37,  add  to  the  Source  for  Table  2-2: 

"Cattle,  Horses,  Sheep  -  U5DA,  Forest  Service.  1937.   Range  Plant  Handbook; 
Modified  by  agreement  between  BLM  Riverside,  Arizona  Strip,  and  Las  Vegas 
District  range  specialists  (February  1979)  to  reflect  local  range  conditions." 

Chapter  Three 

On  DEIS  page  41,  under  Assumptions  and  Analysis  Guidelines,  add  the  following 
paragraph: 

The  vegetation  production  data  displayed  and  used  in  this  EIS  were 
collected  during  the  1979  field  season,  usiag  accepted  Bureau  methods. 
These  data  were  needed  to  help  determine  areas  suitable  for  continued 
livestock  grazing  and  to  provide  the  basis  for  developing  a  rangeland 
management  program  and  management  alternatives.   The  vegetation 
production  data  have  also  been  used  to  identify  and  analyze  impacts  and 
mitigation  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives.   Reviewers  of  this 
EIS,  however,  should  recognize  the  limitations  of  vegetation  inventory 
data.   While  these  data  are  adequate  for  purposes  of  planning  and 
analysis,  they  must  be  supported  by  the  results  of  monitoring  studies 
before  making  forage  allocation  decisions. 

On  DEIS  page  41,  under  Assumptions  and  Analysis  Guidelines,  the  sixth 
paragraph,  delete  the  second  sentence:  "Available  data  were  used  whenever 
available  and  extrapolated  to  areas  for  which  no  data  were  available." 

On  DEIS  page  43,  under  Perennial  Plants  -  Short  Terra,  change  the  fourth 
sentence  to  "It  is  likely,  therefore,  that  because  of  the  unfavorable  climatic 
conditions  for  plant  growth  in  Clark  County  and  the  current  poor  livestock 
forage  condition  of  much  of  the  range,...." 

Appendices 

On  DEIS  page  74,  change  the  second  sentence  to  "The  following  types  would  not 
be  expected  to  improve  when  in  poor  livestock  forage  condition:...."   Change 
the  fourth  sentence  to  "Over  90  percent  of  the  acreage  in  Clark  County  was 
shown  in  the  1979  range  survey  to  be  in  poor  livestock  forage  condition...." 
Change  the  fifth  sentence  to  "...many  of  these  acres  would  remain  in  poor 
livestock  forage  condition  since  40  percent  or  more  of  both  desirable  and 
intermediate  species  is  needed  to  classify  range  as  in  good  livestock  forage 
condition ." 
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CHAPTER   FIVE 


PUBLIC  PARTICIPATION 


CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


Consultation  and  coordination  with  all 
interested  individuals,  groups,  and 
agencies  has  been  an  important  part  of 
the  planning  process  for 
3LM-adrninistered  lands  in  Clark 
County,  and  will  continue  to  play  a 
vital  role  in  the  development  of  the 
Final  EIS  and  MFP  3,  and  the 
implementation  of  these  decisions 
through  Coordinated  Resource 
Management  and  Planning  (CRMP). 

In  August  of  1981,  a  notice  of  intent 
to  prepare  the  Clark  County  Grazing 
EIS  was  published  in  the  Federal 
Register.   Letters  and 
scoping/preparation  plans  were  sent  to 
almost  400  individuals,  organizations, 
and  agencies,  inviting  participation 
in  the  EIS  process.   Formal  briefings 
were  held  for  both  the  Las  Vegas  and 
Reno  area  congressional  delegation 
representatives,  the  Nevada  State 
Clearinghouse,  the  Clark  County 
commissioners  and  staff,  and  the  Las 
Vegas  District  Multiple  Use  Advisory 
Council. 

SCOPING 

Scoping  workshops  were  held  during 
August  of  1981  in  Mesquite, 
Searchlight,  and  Las  Vegas.   These 
workshops  were  attended  primarily  by 
local  livestock  operators  and  focused 
on  informal  discussions  of  the 
management  intensity  and  allotment 
reclassification  components  of  the 
alternatives,  including  the  Proposed 
Action.   A  public  scoping  meeting  was 
held  in  Las  Vegas  in  early  September, 
signifying  the  end  of  the  formal 


scoping  process,  although 
contributions  from  other  agencies  and 
individuals  continued  to  be 
incorporated,  when  appropriate,  as 
received. 

Documentation  of  comments  received  as 
part  of  the  scoping  process,  and 
responses  by  BLM  with  regard  to 
adjustments  in  the  scope  of  this 
analysis,  are  covered  in  the 
publication  "Documentation  of  the 
Scoping  Process,"  which  was 
distributed  with  the  DEIS. 

INTERAGENCY  CONTACTS 

Professional  contacts  have  been  made 
with  the  Nevada  Department  of 
Wildlife,  National  Park  Service,  U.S. 
Forest  Service,  Clark  County 
Department  of  Comprehensive  Planning, 
various  departments  of  the  University 
of  Nevada  (Las  Vegas  and  Reno),  and 
other  BLM  Districts. 

Informal  consultation  on  the  possible 
existence  of  threatened  or  endangered 
plants  and  animals  will  be  scheduled 
with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service. 

AGENCIES,  ORGANIZATIONS,  AND  PERSONS 
TO  WHOM  COPIES  OF  THE  DRAFT  AND  FINAL 
EISs  WERE  SENT 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS)  was  sent  to 
approximately  400  individuals, 
agencies,  and  groups  who  have 
expressed  an  interest  in  the  Clark 
County  planning  process,  and  to  local 
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agencies  and  organizations .   An 
asterisk  indicates  those  who  commented 
on  the  draft  SIS. 

Congressional 

Senator  Paul  Laxalt 
Senator  Howard  Cannon 
Congressman  James  Santini 
Senator  Jake  Garn  (Utah) 
Senator  Orrin  G.  Hatch  (Utah) 

Federal  Agencies 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and 

Conservation  Service 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers* 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
Bureau  of  Mines 
Bureau  of  Reclamation* 
Department  of  Commerce 
Department  of  Energy 
Environmental  Protection  Agency* 
Indian  Springs  Air  Force  Base 
National  Park  Service* 
Nell is  Air  Force  Base* 
Soil  Conservation  Service 
U.S.  Advisory  Council  on  Historic 

Preservation 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service* 
U.S.  Forest  Service* 
U.S.  Geological  Survey 

State  Agencies 

Nevada  State  Clearinghouse 
(Responsible  for  coordination  of  State 
Agencies  responses.) 

Department  of  Agriculture 

Department  of  Wildlife* 

Division  of  Environmental 
Protection* 

Division  of  Forestry 

Division  of  Historic  Preservation 
and  Archeology* 

Division  of  State  Parks* 
Legislative  Counsel  Bureau 

Local  Agencies 

Mayor  of  Boulder  City 
Mayor  of  Henderson 
Mayor  of  Las  Vegas 
Mayor  of  North  Las  Vegas 


Las  Vegas  City  Manager 
Clark  County  Commission 
Clark  County  Department  of 

Comprehensive  Planning* 
Clark  County  Extension  Agent 
Clark  County  Conservation  District 
Bunkerville  Citizens'  Advisory 

Council 
Goodsprings  Citizens'  Advisory 

Council 
Indian  Springs  Citizens'  Advisory 

Council 
Laughlin  Citizens'  Advisory  Council 
Mesquite  Citizens'  Advisory  Council 
Moapa  Citizens'  Advisory  Council 
Moapa  Valley  Citizens'  Advisory 

Council 
Mt.  Charleston  Citizens'  Advisory 

Council 
Sandy  Valley  Citizens'  Advisory 

Council 
Searchlight  Citizens'  Advisory 

Council 
Lincoln  County  Commission 
Lincoln  County  Conservation  District 
Five  County  Assn.  of  Governments 
Fort  Mohave  Tribal  Council 
Intertribal  Council  of  Nevada 
Las  Vegas  Tribal  Council 
Moapa  Business  Council 

University  of  Nevada 

Agricultural  and  Resource  Economics 

Division,  Reno 
Biological  Sciences  Dept . ,  Las  Vegas 
Center  for  Business  and  Economic 

Research,  Las  Vegas 
Desert  Research  Institute,  Las  Vegas 

and  Reno 
Fleischmann  College  of  Agriculture, 

Reno 
Mackay  School  of  Mines,  Reno 
Renewable  Natural  Resources  Center, 

Reno* 

Nevada  State  Legislators 

Assemblyman  James  Banner 

Assemblyman  Marion  Bennett 

Assemblyman  Bill  Brady 

Assemblyman  Roger  Bremner 

Assemblyman  Lonie  Chaney 

Assemblyman  Robert  Craddock 
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Assemblyman  John  Dubois 
Assemblyman  Helen  Foley 
Assemblyman  Jane  Ham 
Assemblyman  Karen  Hayes 
Assemblyman  Thomas  Hie key 
Assemblyman  Nicholas  Horn 
Assemblyman  John  Jeffrey 
Assemblyman  Ed  Kovacs 
Assemblyman  Mike  Mai one 
Assemblyman  Paul  May,  Jr. 
Assemblyman  Robert  Price 
Assemblyman  Robert  Robinson 
Assemblyman  James  Schofield 
Assemblyman  Jan  Stewart 
Assemblyman  Danny  Thompson 
Assemblyman  John  Vergiels 
Senator  Don  Ashworth 
Senator  Keith  Ashworth 
Senator  James  Bilbray 
Senator  Melvin  Close,  Jr. 
Senator  Gene  Echols 
Senator  Wilbur  Faiss 
Senator  Jean  Ford 
Senator  James  Gibson 
Senator  William  Ilernstadt 
Senator  Floyd  R.  Lamb 
Senator  Joe  Neal 

Organizations 

AM-ARCS  of  Nevada 

American  Horse  Protection  Assn.* 

American  Institute  of  Mining 

Engineers 
American  Sportsmen's  Club 
Animal  Protection  Institute 
Archaeo-Nevada  Society* 
Audubon  Society 

Soulder  City  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Boulder  City  Historical  Assn. 
Clark  County  Southern  Nevada  Museum 
Clark  County  Game  Management  Board 
David  D.  Smith  &  Associates 
Day  &  Zimmerman/ Basil  Corporation 
Desert  Bighorn  Council* 
Desert  Sportsman  Rifle  &  Pistol 
Desert  Tortoise  Council* 
Elanco  Products  Company 
Environmental  Impact  Services 
Environmental  Management  Services 

Company  ■ 
Federal  Land  Bank  Assn. 
Fraternity  of  the  Desert  Bighorn 


Friends  of  the  Earth 
Friends  of  Nevada  Wilderness 
Fund  for  Animals,  Inc. 
Geological  Society  of  Nevada 
Henderson  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Henningson,  Durham,  &  Richardson 
Humane  Society  of  Southern  Nevada 
International  Society  for  the 

Protection  of  Mustangs  &  Burros 
Izaak  Walton  League 
Las  Vegas  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Las  Vegas  District  Grazing  Advisory 

Board 
Las  Vegas  District  Multiple  Use 

Advisory  Council 
Las  Vegas  Jeep  Club 
Las  Vegas  League  of  Women  Voters 
Las  Vegas  Wash  Committee 
Los  Angeles  Dept.  of  Water  &  Power 
Lost  City  Museum 
Motorcycle  Racing  Assn.  of  Nevada 

(MRAN) 
Mountain  States  Legal  Foundation 
N-5  Grazing  Advisory  Board* 
National  Outdoor  Recreation  Assn. 
National  Mustang  Assn. 
Natural  Resources  Defense  Council 
National  Wildlife  Federation 
Nature  Conservancy 
Nellis  Rod  &  Gun  Club 
Nevada  Archaeological  Assn. 
Nevada  Cattlemen's  Assn.* 
Nevada  Conservation  Forum 
Nevada  Farm  Bureau  Federation 
Nevada  Frontloaders 
Nevada  Humane  Society,  Inc. 
Nevada  Land  Action  Assn. 
Nevada  League  of  Women  Voters 
Nevada  Miners  &  Prospectors  Assn. 
Nevada  Mining  Assn. 
Nevada  Organization  for  Wildlife 
Nevada  Prospectors  Assn.* 
Nevada  Public  Land  Users  Assn. 
Nevada  Recreation  &  Park  Society 
Nevada  Sheep  Commission 
Nevada  Sportsmen's  Assn. 
Nevada  State  Cowbelles 
Nevada  State  Historical  Society 
Nevada  Wildlife  Federation* 
Nevada  Woolgrower's  Assn. 
North  Las  Vegas  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Northern  Nevada  Native  Plant  Society 
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Northwestern  University  Center  for 

Urban  Affairs  and  Policy  Research 
P.W.C.S.,  Inc. 
Panaca  Irrigation  Co. 
Public  Lands  Council 
Public  Lands  Institute 
Resource  Concepts,  Inc.* 
SAI  Engineers,  Inc. 
Southern  Nevada  Off  Road  Enthusiasts 

Sierra  Club- 
Southern  Nevada  Conservation  Council 
Southern  Nevada  Environmental  Forum 
Southern  Nevada  Landcruisers 
Society  for  Range  Management 
Soil  Conservation  Society 
Spring  Mountain  Free  Trappers 
St.  George  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Stearns-Roger  Engineering  Corp. 
TORT  Group 

The  Wildlife  Society 
Union  Carbide  Corp. 
Utah  Farm  Production  Credit  Assn. 
Vaughan,  Hull,  Martisi,  & 

Copenhaver,  Inc. 
Virgin  Valley  Sportsmen's  Assn. 
Westmoreland  Resources,  Inc. 
White  Pine  Power  Project 
Wild  Horse  Organized  Assistance 
Wildlife  Management  Institute* 

Permittees  Who  Responded 


Public  Libraries 

Boulder  City  Library 
539  California  Ave. 
Boulder  City,  Nevada  89005 

Bunkerville  Library 
Bunkerville,  Nevada  89007 

Charleston  Heights  Library 

800  Brush  St. 

Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89107 

Clark  County  Community  College 
Learning  Resource  Center 
3200  E.  Cheyenne  Ave. 
North  Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89030 

Clark  County  Library 
1401  E.  Flamingo  Rd. 
Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89109 

Las  Vegas  Public  Library 
1762  E.  Charleston  Blvd. 
Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89104 

Moapa  Valley  Library 
Overton,  Nevada  89040 

North  Las  Vegas  Library 

2300  Civic  Center  Dr. 

North  Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89030 


Nina  Davis* 
Lowell  Leavitt* 
Karl  Weikel* 

AVAILABILITY  OF  THE  DRAFT  AND  FINAL 
EIS 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS)  and  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS) 
were  sent  to  everyone  who  requested 
copies.   Copies  of  the  DEIS  and  FEIS 
will  be  available  for  review  at  the 
following  libraries  and  BLM  Offices 
(*  indicates  the  address  to  write  for 
copies  of  the  EIS): 


Searchlight  Library 
Searchlight,  Nevada  89046 

James  Dickinson  Library 
Documents  Dept . 
University  of  Nevada 
4505  Maryland  Parkway 
Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89154 

Getchell  Library 
Govt.  Publications  Dept. 
University  of  Nevada 
Reno,  Nevada  89507 

Virgin  Valley  Library 
Mesquite,  Nevada  89024 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management  Offices 

Office  of  Public  Affairs,  BLM 
18th  and  C  Streets,  NW 

Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Nevada  State  Office 
300  Booth  St. 
Reno,  Nevada  89520 

Battle  Mountain  District  Office 
North  2nd  and  South  Scott  Streets 
Battle  Mountain,  Nevada  89820 

Carson  City  District  Office 
1050  E.  William  Street 
Carson  City,  Nevada  89701 

Elko  District  Office 
2002  Idaho  Street 
Elko,  Nevada  89801 

Ely  District  Office 
Star  Route  5,  Box  1 
Ely,  Nevada  39301 

Las  Vegas  District  Office* 
4765  West  Vegas  Drive 
Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89126 

Winnemucca  District  Office 
705  East  4th  Street 
Winnemucca,  Nevada  89445 

Arizona  Strip  District  Office 
196  East  Tabernacle 
St.  George,  Utah  84770 

Cedar  City  District  Office 

1579  North  Main 

Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 

Riverside  District  Office 
1695  Spruce  Street 
Riverside,  California  92507 

PUBLIC  REVIEW  AND  HEARING 

About  400  copies  of  the  Draft  EIS  were 
sent  out  on  June  17  with  accompanying 
letters  noting  the  date,  place,  and 
time  of  the  public  hearing  and  the 
procedure  for  the  public  to  submit 


comments.   About  10  more  EISs  were 
distributed  later  in  response  to 
requests.   The  final  date  for  comments 
to  be  received  in  order  to  be 
incorporated  into  the  Final  EIS  was 
August  13.   A  Federal  Register  notice 
of  the  release  of  the  DEIS  and  all 
pertinent  information  on  comments  and 
the  public  hearing  was  printed  on  June 
17,  1982. 

The  public  hearing  was  held  in  Las 
Vegas  on  July  15  and  was  attended  by 
nine  persons.   Two  persons  testified 
and  one  written  response  was 
submitted.   The  transcript  of  this 
public  meeting  is  available  for 
inspection  at  the  BLM  District  Office, 
4765  W.  Vegas  Drive  in  Las  Vegas;  at 
the  BLM  Nevada  State  Office,  300  Booth 
Street  in  Reno;  and  at  the  BLM  Office 
of  Public  Affairs,  18th  and  C  Streets 
in  Washington,  D.C.  Also,  transcripts 
may  be  purchased  from  Court  Reporting 
Services,  332  South  6th  Street,  Las 
Vegas,  NV  89101. 

Public  comments  continue  to  be  vital 
to  the  planning  and  EIS  processes,  and 
will  be  welcomed  before  and  after  the 
final  decisions  are  made  in  1983.   All 
comments  received  will  be  considered, 
even  if  letters  are  received  after  the 
EIS  is  published. 

INTRODUCTION  TO  PUBLIC  COMMENTS  AND 
RESPONSES 

All  written  and  oral  comments  on  the 
Clark  County  Draft  EIS  have  been  read 
and  evaluated  by  Las  Vegas  District 
resource  specialists  and  planning 
personnel.   Additions  to  or  changes  in 
the  DEIS  are  noted  in  the  ERRATA 
section  of  this  FEIS.   Responses  to 
questions  and  substantiative  comments 
were  written  by  the  various 
specialists  and  then  reviewed  by  an 
interdisciplinary  team  for  consistency 
and  accuracy  of  the  responses. 
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COMMENT  LETTERS 


LIST  OF  RESPONDENTS  TO  THE  DEIS 

Respondent 

Archaeo-Nevada  Society,  North  Las  Vegas,  NV 

Clark  County  Dept.  of  Comprehensive  Planning, 
Las  Vegas,  NV 

H.R.  Conrad,  Fallon,  NV 

Resource  Concepts,  Inc.,  Carson  City,  NV  (public 
hearing;  see  Index  No.  19  for  printed  copy) 

Nevada  Wildlife  Federation,  Las  Vegas,  NV 

U.S.  Air  Force,  Nellis  Air  Force  Sase,  NV 

Nevada  State  Division  of  Environmental 
Protection 

Nevada  State  Department  of  Wildlife 

Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Lower  Colorado  Regional 
Office,  Boulder  City,  NV 

Karl  F.  Weikel,  YKL  Ranch,  Searchlight,  NV 

Nevada  State  Division  of  Historic  Preservation 
and  Archeology 

12  U.S.  Army,  Corps  of  Engineers,  Los  Angeles 

District,  CA 

13  Nevada  State  Division  of  State  Parks 

14  Virlis  L.  Fischer,  Incline  Village,  NV 

15  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Area  Office, 

Boise,  ID 

16  U.S.  Forest  Service,  Region  IV  Office,  Ogden,  UT 

17  Wildlife  Management  Institute,  Washington,  D.C. 

18  Lowell,  Ute,  and  Lola  Leavitt,  Overton,  NV 

19  Resource  Concepts,  Inc.,  Carson  City,  NV 

20  Nina  Davis,  Searchlight,  NV 

21  Barrett,  Hanna,  Daly,  and  Caspar,  for  the 

American  Horse  Protection  Assn.,  Washington, 
D.C. 
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10 
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22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

27 

28 


Respondent 

Nevada   Cattlemen's    Assn.,    Elko,    NV 

The  Desert  Tortoise  Council,  Long  Beach,  CA 

Sierra  Club,  Toiyabe  Chapter,  Reno,  NV 

Desert  Bighorn  Council,  Loomis,  CA 

Max  C.  Fleischmann  College  of  Agriculture, 
Knudtsen  Renewable  Resources  Center,  University 
of  Nevada,  Reno,  NV 

National  Park  Service,  Western  Region, 
San  Francisco,  CA 

Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  IX, 
San  Francisco,  CA 
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Comment  Lelter  1 


Comment  Letter  2 


to 


AfiCHAEO-NEVADA    SOCIETY 
P.O.    BOX   3'|8? 
North  Las   Vegas,    Nevada   890J0 

June   25,   1982 


Kemp   Conn,    District   Manager 
Attn:       EIS  Team   Leader 
Bureau  of    Land   Management 
P.O.    Box  26569 
Las   Vegas,    Nevada  89126 

re:      Draft   Grazing   EIS  -    1792    (MB  07)    (N-05'i) 

Dear   Mr.    Conn: 

The    Archaeo-Nevada    Society    appreciates    the   opportunity 
to    review   and   comment    on    the   grazing    DEIS    for   Clark    County. 
While    the   Society    is   not    directly    concerned   with    the 
primary    subject   matter,    we   are   interested   in   any    plane  or 
proposals   affecting    the   "land"    upon   which   pre-historic    or 
historic   archaeological    sites   may    be    (or   are)    located. 

»e  note   that   you   have   covered   compliance   with   the 
National    Historic    Preservation    Act,    as   amended,    on    page    16, 
subparagraph   5)    under   S.O.P.      'He   would  hope,    and   we    do    urge, 
that   your   employees  or    their  agents    report    any   pre-historic 
or  historic    sites   identified   or   suspected    during    such 
procedures   described   on    page   1?   as   "13)    All    refuse   in    the 
project....",    and   "15)    Clearing   vegetation    from....". 

There    is   a   pressing   need    to    slow   down   here   in   Clark    County. 
It   appears   to   us   that   we   are   so   obsessed   with   progress   and 
growth    that    we   have    lost    the   desire   and   ability    to    revere 
and   savor    the    remnants   of    those    who    preceded   us  here   in    this 
v  al  1  ey . 

You   are   in   an   area   so    very    far    removed    from    the   main 
thrust   of    the   majority   of    Clark    County    residents,    it    is    to 
your   credit    that   your  motivation    remained   high   enough    to 
produce   this    report. 


Sincerely 


BJtSaii 'ii.  blac 

EIS  Analyst 
Archaeo-Nevada   Society 


Clark 
HP  County 


Department  of 
Comprehensive  Planning 
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July  7,    19U2 


Kemp  Conn,   District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.   0.   Box  26569 
Las  Vegas,   Nevada  B9126 

Attention:      EIS  Team  Leader 

CLAKK  COUNTY   GRAZING  EIS 

We  have  reviewed  the  draft  EIS  and  have  the  following  comments. 

1.  Although  the  analysts  of  the  environmental  consequences   in  Chapter 
3  appears  adequate,   the  only  attempt  at  comparison  of   the  specific 
impacts  of  the   five  alternatives    is   in  Suiunary   Table  Two   (pp.    5-7). 
However,   this   table  does  not  provide  a  comparison  of   the   total 
impacts  of  the   five  alternatives.      It  would  be  useful    to  provide 
a  rationale  which  justifies  the  superiority  of  the  proposed  action, 
alternative   1.      Page  2  states   that  "Overall,    the  Proposed  Action 
would  provide  for   improvement   in   the  conditions  of  all    natural 
resources,  within  a  multiple  use  concept."     We  recoiimeiid   that   the 
Final    EIS  describe  specifically  what   features  of   the  preferred 
action  achieve  BLM's  multiple  use  philosophy  more  effectively 
than  any  of   the  other  alternatives. 
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A  discussion  of  soil  or  erosion  impacts  associated  with  grazing 
should  be  included.  A  reduction  or  change  in  plant  composition 
may  have  significant  soil  loss  implications  in  an  jrca .      If  soil 
resources  are  not  considered  to  be  significantly  affected  by 
■  grazing,  this  should  be  noted  in  Chapter  2. 

3.  The  discussion  on  page  25  should  clarify  how  much  of  the  poor  and 
.O  I  fair  range  condition  is  attributable  to  overgrazing  and  huw  much 
*"*  I  is  due  to  natural  conditions. 
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Comment  Letter  2 


Comment  Letter  3 


IV) 

o 


Mr.  Kemp  Conn 
Page  Two 
July  7,  1982 


4.  Page  53.  under  Benefit/Cost  Analysis,  Appendix  Table  04: 

2.j  I  The  projected  decrease  in  County  income  of  "over  $7,250,000. 
'I  is  not  explained.   Ttie  Final  EI5  should  describe  how  this 
fitjure  was  derived. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  EIS  and  look 
forward  to  receiving  a  copy  of  the  Final  EIS.  If  you  have  any 
questions  regarding  our  comments,  please  give  us  a  call. 


Sincerely, 


TU£NI4)F  COMPREHENSIVE  PLANNING 


0EPAljTWENI4)F  COM 
bona  Id  L.   Sho/lmy 


Director 
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P.O.   BOX,    *., 
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Bujreay  of  Lend  Management,    Ml&£&nagtB&snf  » 

LBaUaB»«,.'isivefle69126. 
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So  Da  h«v«  madam. 

Thi»  new  edict  la  adreaaed  to  Dttar  roadsr,  Uall|   I     eanEusad  about   tlirsa 
hours  and  only  akipped  through  tlila  eocksyod  Gaetopo  edict.   You  did  ouiteusll 
In  evading  tha  uousl  eluo'a  but  flmely  did  uunvall,  mora  en  thla  Tatar. 

Houwvax  tha  continuing  dsunond  that  ycu  em   tha  arblttar  at  all  good-  thlnn» 
end  those  "good  thing's"   cdk«  froa  ^eahlngton  end  Usehlngton  Gaatopo.Thsi/ei- 
lled  throat  mroelno  but   you  hova     bacuma  aora  ojte  In   trm  doing  but  not  quit*. 

Thar  pretsi>d<id   to,   accepting   tha  Muut  have  of  Henchera  to  muuln  ulth  th  el* 
haoda  above  uatar   la   ranalnig   In  no  uncertain   revrailatlona.   Thy  refunal  for 
all  "aafiln;taa  Guotapo  Aganclea  to  eccsnt  tha  positive   feat   that   the  conti- 
nuing of  thla  uncertainty,    (TURMOIL)   la  (*ergly   tha   tlmaa  of  thla   refusal,   to 
lat  thlnjs  alone. 

Tha  great  amount  of   taxpayer  op«ica  In   thla  conpoaatlon,   HfWJajT.  la  ma— 
ponaebla  for   tha  praaant  panic,  Bualneaa  In  al     catagorlad  la   tha  abaoluta 
causes  of  your  golng-on  Prlvata  antarprlaa  auat  have  stability   to  act  nan* 
age  sffactlvaly   and  you  ara  doing  absolutely    tha  opoelte  end  will  If  parnlttsd 
continue* 

Ona  assail   notice  appeared  oaung  all  thla  chattel-trap,   no  niffc-isa  but  I   for 
ona  Rscla   that  demand     but   It  una  totally  lgnurad  ea  I  knaj   It  u:uld  b«  Thla 
dtiAsnd  lat  things  alone  end  give  tine  for     tha   demands    to  be  fully  k  nown 
and  forcsful  objactlona  preaentsd  with  experience  dlctetednnd  praaontsd.  ■ 
greater  adherence  a   tha  ltmna     not  uantad  by   the  uaura   la  Koru  likely   to 
present  neudijd  chungae,    If   any. Thla  you  have  In  peat  refused  to  conaidax  and 
continue  to    ram,ain   so,    for   tha   plain   reuaon    that    It  aill    reduca    y,:ur  naad, 
thla  admitted  by   you   only   la  rscoglnlsad  by  you  only*  , 

A  Inula  cxmnantator  over   a  Rtno  Radio  Bade  n  forceful   restarts   thla  0L.H. 
la  doing  euch  a  rotteon  Job,    (    thla  la  not   lntimdad  to  ba  a  vurbatlon  quota. 
nut  the.  proalnant  fact  la   throubly  eatabllsh«d„    tha   B.L.H'ors  u.5.fara  E.PA' 
ere  and  cthar  Uaahlngton  '-Agendas  ulth  Ga»to^o   Intent   are  ucUinly   tha  larger 
caueee  of  the  erosion  of  good  nulla     dsstroyar  of  vegetation  und   aluo  Uia 
gaaater  dlaturneroa  of   the  pe;ca  and  tronquallty   than  ell   othar  usera  of  ay 
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Public  Lands, 
Jr»QefpJ   has  obvious   Intent   In   tha   \ea\  paragraph  la  to  fares  expensive  acta 
'     about  certain  a  ondltlona  that   ara  abvloualay  unattalnabls  Aa  will  all  nthar 
duellere  of  nu  tubllo  Landa  than*  small   animals  can  and  da  expand  or  retreat 
ulth  tha  aaeaoniak  changes.,   Thgy  did  thla  bafora  you  uaa  bora  but  you  ra— 
<uaa   to  Goneider* 

(pegall)   So  callad  LONG  TERM)   but  yu  proced   to  liquidate  your  oun  atatemont  by 
suntlnulng   tha   turooll   by  navar  permitting   thing '■   to   rawelii   trunqual,  1. 
(PaU.a42)   No  llwaa  atock   and  procadaa  to  ovar  axtand  hlm-eall'   In   tha  prop- 
osal,  qulta  long  and  eomo-whatp     contradlotary.      la  It  proplar   to  ask  In 
thla  proposal  ulll  Urn   tha  Peolpe   ba  permitted  to  harvaat  our  high  Protaign 
nauda   In   thla  district  and   In  how  many  pounds  alll  lie  ba  paralttad  by  your 
(HIu*£35)   to  harvaat? 

preceding   soma  psge  you  aak   tha  qusetlan/  ^hort  auaat  and  uogua  ran  out  of 
uurus       suppose* 

pga13)   abort   tsrmbut  no  stability  0r  ouch  of  anything   that  la  ooppoaed  to 
bring   tranquillity   to   tha  ona  of   tuo  prima   lnduatrlaa  on   thla  Pjanat.   Thla  la 
fallowed  by  aao  callad   (LCNQ  TERM)   action  ulth  audi  attention   to  emallay  nacd'a. 
Ha   quotaa  or  displays!   a  supposed   tntila  of  ooeta  for   thla  purVjoae. 

Ha   rsaly   leyaa   It  on,   iioa  paga(   ao  callad  Natural  fleeoraee  Alternatives)   very 
short  and  not  explielt   Tor   eome  unknown  reason.   It   la  qulta  rerreahlng   to 
peraua  ouch   though  It  provides  na  adequate   Information.   Sana  Page   and, 
(Short   term  action)    thla  elope  over   to  pegs   Vt,   but   tha   earns   turmoil   Is  pro- 
el/tent  and  Intended.   Peace,    tranquil  ty  ara   out   the   door. 

Agon  a   lung   tirade  auout  tha   auppoaed   Intrusion  of   live   atock  and   their 
likltlng  of  grazing  by   Big   horn  -heat,   Antelope  Deer  and  other  email   enimole, 
Hera  aa   any  Cou  "uncher  there   le   total   lack  of  full   o  onsldaratlon  or  per— 
— rv^p  hnpe"'purrpaely   refusing   to  conelder   the- facts,    Ik  la  fully  known  by  ell  Ce- 

ttla  "an   that  Cattle  do  not   heve  a  eo  celled  full  c omnia tenant  of   teeth   ,    In 
othar  uorde  Cattle  have  one  sat  of   tenth,   rtou  here   la   the   rub   totely   Ignored, 
Cattle  cannot  make  use  of   forage  unleae   It   la  high  enough   above  ground  that 
thay,    the  C   ettle  can  by  uea  of   tounge  aova   tha   graatiae   Into   their  south, 

Tha   fact   remains   that   tha  Oeer  Big  Ham  Sheep*  Antelopa   end  other  email 
enlmule  cm  end  do  get  ajch  louer   to   tha   roota,    and   thera-fora  tha  loud  yell 
about  competition   le   largely   a  sldsulndar  uay   of   dodging   the   facta, 

Tha  long   tirade  about   tha  Slid  Ufa  and  adequate   hunting     for  eportantfi  la 
dellberetely   Ignored,   The  certain  uay   to  kaup   thla  ulld-llfa   to  uhut  -e   ver 
levele   la   llke-wlao   totely    Ignored,    It   la  so  aeay   end   Inexpensive   to   Inc- 
rease  these  anlnule  end   the   etupld  uat   you   era  going   about   It  uhlch     la 
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In  Una  ulth  the  purpoaal   Intent   ta  navar  actualy  face  up  to   tha  hard  feota 
ef   tha   lmmancs  naad  end   incraeelnvg  for   foorda  and   tha  muet  have  opartunlty 
to  produce. 

Uhesn  tha  legitimate  focal  producing  lnduatrlaa   of  uhlch  thara   ara   (Z)   ara 
haa  strung  by  continuing  uncertainty  these  operation  bocowa  vary  heiord 
(*iue.  Lauding   to  reluctance   to  vunturs  activities* 

qulta  soma   tliee   le   spent   about   tha  Land  TarjpLn,   Purpolse,      This  frlndlay 
little   fallow   la  a  most  ualcopa  houae  guaatsnd   efriolont   fly  catcher,    though 
It  requires   eo  fau  fllee   to  baeotlef lad,   about   tuo  par  da/ 

Thla  could   go  on  end  on  and  coneuma   several   more   pause  but   I  euut  adult 
of  being  out  of   lima. 

Aa  before   I  mentioned  a   apparent   to  conceal   tha   {CLUB'S)   but   flnaly   thcaa 
thing*  did  iaaka  a  apparanca   on   the   laet  page  and  there   thay   era  unvallsd 
In  all   their  Hd/  ntpciTfor  GLORY, 

THE  CLUBS  APPEAR    IN   GHEAX   UJM6ERS,    IB  AOITICN  AS   THERE    BEIN3    '8)    taoal 
leadraa   there  la  no  Bant Ion   or  athara  mirviou   sctlvuata   therein  contained, 

Tha  brief  history   of  past   experiences  rsvaale   that  not  one  over  cntuaiy 
got   out   and  produced  one  penny   of  now  uaelty   end  haa  no   Intention   of   avar 
doing   Tha  bald  fact   la  aach  and  every  one  hae   from  tha  baglnlng   hud   their 
noaa   in   the  Public  Hag   trough  end  at  iua   tins  riding   ou  tha  Public   gra   vy 
train  end   thla  gravey   train  provided  by   tha  tax  payor,    I   uleh   to  uoku   vary 
clear  thst   their  claim  to   paying   Ttixae   la  not   trua,    by  our  way   of   n  freed 
enterprlaa   thsea  rldaa  of   the  Public   gravey   train  only  dee   on  aa  aadlum  ax— 
changers  and  are  only   returning   tha  surplus  eume  paid  In   exceaa   of    tha   act- 
ual  salaries*   Tha   only   trua   taxpayer  era   those   engaged   in  producing  nau  ual— 
th,   N&u  ueelty  muut   continue   to   untnr   the  clumnele   of  coKeearca   or  Lla  starve* 

It  la   slgmifacant   that   any   tlua   thara  la  a  aova   to   reduce   tha   ltaxjnca  ax— 
pancaa  of  United  States   Covarmant   thara  ara  among   tha   ludar  yallera   end  hou 
thay  cnu   talp   about   ell   the  naad   for  then.   So  fer  ea   I   aacuncumud   they   should 
ba  coopaled  \0   gu^  out   end  cempata  ultha  others   fur  e  dally  living   end  root 
Hof/or  diis^j'knou  iM*\  Id/  It   le   like   to  be   on  vary   ehort   ratlona   end   altep 
on  a  herd  pe/V/HaV*1  ba/>ch« 

It  la  cunelderabla   syaxhien   I   remind   tfiere   odii///  Persons   that    thay  era 
only   (SUPILR   E-O'cstAd  and  not  having  ■  uubstentsd   (EDUCATILN.   but   fully  be— 
live  you. era  aa   fur  obova  Ua   tha  ordinary  Cltlran   It   la  benlath  yon  ilig> 
nlty   to  acquaint   your- aulf  ulth   the  bare  fund^a^ntale  od   producing   e  rain—  '^v 

lnum  living.   Hall  no  thla   le   fer  bqnlath  your  levat,    -a   V**  Pucipla    thairv—  v3 

fora   are   Just   somule  alndad,   uell,   Arsons   to  be   tolerated  but  nuvur  no  njjvar  M^* 
given  serluue  conalderijtlon   ea   to  Uiat   Ua  Mi     uish   or  naud   Just   ba  auora      'N>« 
you  pay   Texas  end   kaup   kb   In  llxary*        Vou  are  not  ualcoma       H'rtlTuDnrud, 
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The  rollouing  are  portions  of  spoken  comments  presented  at  the  public 
hearing  conducted  in  Las  Vegas,  Nevada,  July  15,  1982.   Only  those  portions 
which  require  a  response  are  reprinted.   Transcripts  of  this  public  hearing 
are  available  for  review  at  the  6LM  Laa  Vegas  District  Office,  lf|65  W.  Vegas 
Dr.  in  Ijis  Vegas;  at  the  D1.H  Nevada  State  Office,  300  Booth  Street  In  Reno; 
and  at  the  ULM  Office  of  Public  Affairs,  loth  and  C  Streets  in  Washington, 
D.C.   Also,  transcripts  may  be  purchased  from  Court  Reporting  Services, 
332  South  6th  Street,  has  Vegas,  NV   89101. 


Bill  Vincent.   105  Palm  Lane ,  l.as  Vegas,  NV   89101. 
Nevada  Wildlife  Federation  and  Citizen  Alert. 


Representing  tile 
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One   of   ttie   things   that   disturbs   us   most    Is    the    reclassification 
of   land    from  ephemeral    to  ephemera  1 /perenni al ,   and   the   basis   on 
which    that    is    .lone.       Hou,    according    to    this    it's    done    on    the    basis 
of   rainfall    and    altitude    and    I    would    like    Just    to    ask    was    there 
any    other    criteria    looked    at   or   examined    and    rejected    as    a 
basis    for  making    the    classification    from  ephemeral    to   ephemeral/ 
perennial'! 


I    would    like    to    bring    up   one    more    point    on    this.    Just    a   question 
here,    there   seems    to   be   some   discrepancy.      On   page    ten    in    tiie 
second    column    It    says    of    the    l>9   allotments    in    Clark    County,    Hi 
would    be    reclassified    from  ephemeral     to   epheme ral /perennial , 
and   on    page    't8,    It  [    I'm    Surry,    it    says    15    of   admi  ni  straled , 
a.iinlilistered    allotments    would    be    reclassified    to    ephemeral/ 
perennial    and    placed    lulder    intensive    management. 


OEPAHTMENT  OF  THE  AIH  FORCE 


554  CESS/DESEP  (Mr  Mclnerney,  4287)  JIJL  15  1362 

Draft  Clark  County  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (0E15) 

Kemp  Conn,  District  Manager 
ATTN:  EIS  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  26559 
Las  Vegas,  NV  89126 

1.  The  subject  DEIS  has  been   reviewed  as  requested. 

2.  The  Clark  County  lands  addressed  In  the  DEIS  border  the  Nell  is  Air  Force 
Range  (NAPR)  on  the  south  and  east.  As  you  are  aware,  the  NAITI  currently 
has  an   estimated  population  of  over  6,000  horses  and  burros.   If  the  Clark 
County  horse  and  burro  herds  were  allowed  to  increase  unchecked,  the  even- 
tual migration  of  animals  to  the  NAFR  could  be  expected.  Request  lil.H  ensure 
that  the  numbers  of  these  herds  be  kept  at  minimum  levels  to  prevent  possible 
iXigration  to  the  NAFR. 


)'A<  (f~-l  ^— — 


icmrn..  smith,  colonel, 

Deputy  Conmander  for 
Civil  Engineering 


USAF 


..V.uJ.ulu   i,   .,.,1    iP-utftiUiyi 


zz 


Comment  Letter  7 


Comment  Letter  8 


ro 


TO.       Ut^-f^V 
[>(Coaiejvi]tioii  &  Natural  Riisour 
O  Human  Hesouices 
E4 Wildlife  CJ) 
O  Budget 

6$  Historic  Pre^ervulion  &  Archeology 

M  Agriculture 

DCommuniiy  Saviua  Agency 

UCommcico 


TATE  CLEAHLNGHOLISE  HLVIEW  FOI1M 


G  Public  Service  Commission. 


5-tS^fl    Po^t-ASH  employment  Secuniv  Dnparri 

C]  Energy 

LJ  l_dw  Enforcement  Assistance 

O  Taxation 

LlEqual  Rights  Commission 

Cj1  Economic  Development 

CIGQ.P.C.  - 

a 

a 
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JUN211982  /J?    ^ 

PROTECTION 


Slate  Planning  Coordinator 

%3300003L 


PROJECT 


Qrxjjt--  Cfoihk  UvuJy  (jryM 


Attached  lur  review  and  comment  is  a  copy  ot  the  aforementioned  project.  1'I.U.iSL  evaluate  ti  with  respect  to: 

I )  the  program's  eltect  on  your  plans  and  programs 

7]  the  importance  ol  its  contribution  to  Statu  and/or  Areawtde  goals  and  objectives 

3)  Ms  accord  with  any  applicable  law,  order  or  regulation  with  which  you  are  familiar 

4)  additional  considerations. .  ,       Q  ~\ 

riMASti  submit  your  comments  to  this  olttee  NO  LATER  THAN /      /  V  ~~q  «J*v     by  checking  the  appropriate 

box  below  and  returning  the  form  to  this  othce.    Mease  do  so  tfyeri  if  yon  &a*«*    "p  comment  on  this  particular  project  so 
that  we  may  complete  our  processing. 


THIS  StCTIOM  TO  u£  COMPLETES  UY  ftfcVttWINli  AGtNCY    I _„_ 


) 


1.1  No  comment  on  this  project 

L)  Proposal  supported  as  written  (see  below! 

D  Additional  information  (sue  below] 


G  Conference  desired  (see  below) 

H  Conditional  support  (outlined  below) 

DDisapproval/dental  of  lundmg  (must  specify  reason  below) 


Comments:    fu*e  tuLUtionA  sheets  if  necessity) 

Alft  -  Dick  Serdoz:   Mo  comment. 


WATER  -  Harry  van  Drielen:   It  is  desirable  to  maintain  and  protect 
max  t mum  vegetative  y round  coveriny  to  lessen  erosion  and  thereby 
decrease  sediment  loading  to  streams  and  rivers  in  the  basin. 


SOLID  WASTE  -  Verne  ftosse:   No  comment. 


X^lij^j^^J...  j^i 


istra tor 


885-4670 


6/2J/02 


IIOO    VALLtY    HOAO 


P.O.     BOX     106  /a 
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July    U.    1982 


Mr.  Jolin  Sparbel 

State  Planning  Coordinator 

State  Clearinghouse 

Capitol  Complex 

Carson   City,    tSV      89710 

Dear    John: 

The  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  appreciates  the  opportunity  to 
review  and  comment  on  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management '  s  Drait 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Proposed  Domestic  Livestock  Grazing 
in  Clark  County  (SAl  NV  083100002),  particularly  since  our  comments  tor 
Ste\>  2  of  the  Management  Framework  Plan  (SAl  NV  J8220O0j])  were  not 
Included  in  the  documentation  of  the  scoping  process.   As  petitioned  In 
our  letter  of  Hatch  3,  1982  which  was  forwarded  by  your  office  to  tlie 
BLM  on  March  9,  1982,  our  agency  doeu  have  considerable  concerns  with 
respect  to  the  proposed  alternatives  for  livestock  grazing  because  of 
the  impacts  to  the  wildlife  resources  in  southern  Nevada. 

Our  greatest  area  of  concern  continues  to  be  associated  with  the 
proposed  reclassification  of  18  allotments  in  Clark  County  from 
ephemeral  to  ephemeral -perennial t    a  change  that  we  consider  not  to  be  la 
the  best  Interest  of  resource  management  but  a  change  which  is  also  in 
direct  conflict  with  Section  4112  of  the  BI>1  manual  that  describes 
policies  for  management  practices.   A  vast  majority  of  the  grazing  lands 
la  Clark  County  fall  under  the  rules  of  ephemeral  range  as  described  on 
page  29  of  the  draft  ITS  and  which  were  adopted  by  the  ULM  in  1968. 

We  would  again  point  to  tiie  fact  that  the  1979  range  survey 
Indicated  that  89  percent  of  Clark  County  is  In  poor  livestock  forage 
condition  (page  25)  and  as  further  stated  on  page  24,  "Native  perennial 
grasses  and  shrubs,  though  they  may  be  high  in  pa latahi 1 1 t y  to  grazing 
auimaliij  are  generally  too  sparse  to  support  sustained  grazing."   The 
above  statements  certainly  do  not  suppor  t  the  reclassification  proposal 
nor  would  the  reclassification  alLow  for  range  Improvement  In  the 
future. 
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Mr.  John  SparbeJ 
July  14,  1982 
rage  2 


The   major  thrust  of  the  tIS  tor  Clack  County  should  be  to 
explicitly  .state  that  livestock  grazing  in  most  areas  has  a  direct 
impact  on  the  wildiife  resources  because  of  the  harsh  nature  of  r_he 
envl  runuienr.  and  limited  quality  of  range  available.   Conflicts  are 
Intensified  in  desert  habitats  because  uf  relatively  low  forage 
production  i.u  addition  to  a  general  lack  of  water,  a  characteristic 
which  concentrates  grazing  animals  and  increases  competition.   The 
proposed  alternative  as  stated  on  page  2  of  the  draft  EIS  is  not 
consistent  with  the  above  Hated  facts. 

Desert  ranges  cannot  support  maximum  use  by  one  class  of  animal 
without  having  a  detrimental  effect  on  the  numbers  of  other  apeclea    i 
utilizing  the  same  area.   Ue  do  not  feel  that  it  Is  possible  to  continue 
with  current  livestock  use.  improve  the  forage  conditions  which  are 
currently  classified  as  poor  in  most  areas,  allow  tor  expansion  of 
desert  sheep  populations  to  reasonable  numbers,  and  improve  the 
viability  of  desert  tortoise  populations  all  at  the  same  time.   The 
deseft  is  simply  not  capable  of  producing  enough  forage  to  accomplish 
the  above  listed  objectives. 

Although  we  have  other  concerns  with  respect  to  the  draft  EIS,  the 
above  is  ot  major  Importance  to  uur  agency  and  one  that  we  feel  needs  to 
be  adequately  addressed  In  the  document.   If  you  have  any  questions  on 
the  above  matter,  please  feel  free  to  advise. 


Sincerely , 


<*£  }££&:*.-*<  £ 'J£&£JL^ 


William    A.    Molini 
Director 


RPM:uw 


Region    Ml 
['.to  I    Hoi  tar  i 


Andy    Leit.h 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 

LOWLKCOIOHADO  HEGIONAL  OFFICE 

P.O.  BO  I  427 

BOULUEH  CITY.  NEVADA  89005 


■i«LC-l!)4-A 
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JUL  2  0  138Z 


Mentor  and  urn 

To:  Kemp  Conn»   District  Manager,   Bureau  of  Land  Management, 

P.   0.   Box  2!569,   Us   Vey.is,   NV     89126 
Attention:      £  IS  Team  Leader 

From;  <£*     Region*  1   Director 

Subject:      Clark  County  Grazing   Environment a  \    Impact   Statement,   Draft 

(DEIS)    (iikiinoraniiuin   from  State  Director  dated  June    IS,    1982) 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  document  and  find  it  adequate  fur  the 
purpose  intended.  No  deficiencies  or  errors  significant  emiugn  to 
comment   on  were  noted. 

It    is    requested    that  our  name  be   placed  on    the  mailing    list    iu   receive  a 
copy  of   the  Final  Grazing  Environmental    Impact  Statement. 

He   appreciate    the  opportunity    to    review    this   document. 


Q*»& 


■  t\  <viA 
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Kemp   Conn, District  .lanager 
.ui'eau   of   Land  /.anageuient 
P.O.dox   26569 
Las   Vegas, NV        89126 

Attni    tlS   Team   Leader 

Dear  Kemp, 

Alter  reading  the  Clark  County  DcIS , I  must  say  that  I  am 
quite  disappointed  since  I  had  really  expected  much  better.  As  it  is, 
I  must  agree  with  the  N-5  State  Grazing  noard  and  with  rtesource  Concepts, 
Inc.  and  express  my  personal  concern  as  to  the  oureau's  apparent  lack 
of  competent  information  from  which  management  decisions  are  to  be 
formulated, as  well  as  the  oureau's  interpretation  and  application  of 
the  very  limited  available  data.  I  am  also  amazed  at  the  manner  in 
which  totally  unsupported, and  unsupportable , speculations  and  assumptions 
are  employed  in  arriving  at  DcIS  recommendations  which  appear  often 
contradictory.  The  approach  throughout  the  entire  document  indicates 
not  only  a  lack  of  familiarity  with  the  subject  area, but  a  total  dis- 
regard of  its  historic  use  and  condition. 

Practically  everything  having  to  do  with  management  of 
allotments  in  the  subject  area  is  based  upon  erroneous  range  survey 
data  and  upon  the  Forest  Service  tiange  Plant  Handbook  for  the  determin- 
ation of  forage  species  desireability  for  livestock.  This  Handbook 
has  no  application  whatsoever  to  the  subject  area  and  projects  a  mis- 
leading picture  of  the  actual  range  and  forage  situation.  Operator  in- 
put and  the  livestock  food  habits  study, by  fecal  analysis, conducted 
oy  uliii  will  provide  better  and  more  reliable  data  for  determining 
forage  species  desireability.  Comparing  the  UNft  fecal  analysis  study 
with  Table  2-2  in  the  DnIS  will  show  significant  errors  in  the  Table, 
especially  as  to  desireability  of  ^rowse  species.a  point  which  we 
permittees  have  emphasized  for  many  years.  On  my  own  Crescent  peak 
Allotment  the  Ui'irt  research  conclusively  demonstrates  that  the  cattle 
utilize  almost  all  of  the  area's  plant  species  at  some  time  of  the 
year,  without  really  knowing  what  a  cow  eats  and  when  she  eats  it, 
intelligent  management  decisions  are  impossiule.  The  lack  of  such 
knowledge  has  obviously  led  to  unnecessary  reductions  in  livestock 
num  tiers . 

The  L>£IS  dwells  extensively  on  major  resource  conflicts 
which  are  allegedly  occuring  under  current  management  conditions 
but  produces  no  competent  study  results  or  documentation  to  substantiate 
the  allegations.  The  claim  that, under  the  present  situation, there  will 
be  a  "continued"  loss  of  perennial  grass  and  shrubs  and  that  perennial 
forage  will  "continue"  to  decline  is  unsupportable  since  there  is 
no  real  evidence  that  such  a  decline  has  ever  occurred, or  will  ever 
occur,  ,-iy  own  experience  of  32  years  on  the  Crescent  Peak  Allotment 
positively  refutes  this  assumption. 
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Since  most  of  the  grazing  areas  of  Clark  County  have  been 
grazed  yearlong  for  almost  one  hundred  years, and  by  many  more  cattle 
and  sheep  than  in  the  past  ten  years, it  is  difficult  to  reconcile  the 
DEIS's  dire  prognostications  as  to  what  will  happen  if  present  manage- 
ment situations  are  continued.  Obviously  this  doom-saying  can  have  : 
no  basis  in  actual  fact  or  by  now, there  would  be  nothing  left  but 
rocks  and  sand. 

Page  11  of  the  DLIS  speaks  to  grazing  systems  and  seeks  to 
lead  the  reader  to  believe  that  only  rest-rotation  systems  or  deferred 
rotation  grazing  systems  will  rescue  the  country  from  uttex  destruction. 
There  is  another  system, however , and  that  is  "no  rotation"7which  is  better 
suited  to  Southern  Clark  County,  tiest  rotation  has  been  a  disaster  on 
the  Crescent  Peak  Allotment, untold  tons  of  forage  have  been  wasted  and 
much  of  the  perennial  plant  base  damaged  through  lack  of  adequate  har- 
vest. Deferred  rotation, so-called, has  been  practiced  by  most  operators 
in  the  area  for  many  years, out  largely  oy  allowing  the  cattle  to  do 
It  their  way. 

The  D^IS.on  gfrHu   page  31, indicates  that  the  livestock  indus- 
try is  of  no  consequence  in  the  State  or  County  but  fails  to  remember 
that  the  drastic  reductions  in  livestock  numbers  enforced, unnecessarily, 
by  the  _ureau  are  somewhat  responsible  for  this  condition.  Obviously, 
in  terms  of  dollar  returns, the  livestock  industry  cannot  compete  with 
gambling  and  tourism, per  se.  This  does  not  mean  that  it  has  no  signif- 
icance since  some  of  the  tourism, and  suosequent  gambling  depends  upon 
past  and  present  contributions  of  the  livestock  industry. 

The  DKI5  says  much  about  declining  wildlife, but  nothing  is 
presented  as  substantiation.  From  what  point  in  time  do  we  %tart  making 
comparisons  to  establish  the  decline  and  where?  bighorn  Sheep  numoers 
are  said  to  be  static  now.  What  were  they  50  or  .100  years  ago  and  why 
will  they  suddenly  start  to  decline  if  present  management  is  continued? 

What  happens  on  allotments  where  the  five  year  average  use 
is  lower  than  the  preference  AUM  level?  will  the  preference  AlJ.ls  be 
activated  on  demand  or  will  they  oe  helj in  suspended  non  use  indefinite- 
ly? If  they  are  not  activated,  the  entire  iinIS  is  a  travesty.  In  any 
case,  the  five  year-  average  is  too  short  a  period  upon  which  to  make 
an  intelligent  determination. 

The  D£1S  indicates  that  there  are  nine  major  wash  systems 
in  Clark  County  which  are  "receiving  concentrated, unrelieved  pressure 
from  livestock".  J!f  these  nine  washes  1  am  intimately  familiar  with 
only  the  Piaute  Wash  and  in  regard  to  it, the  D-IS  is  wrong.  It  is  a 
simple  untruth  to  say  that  the  Piaute  wash  is  receiving  "concentrated, 
unrelieved  pressure  from  livestock".  Had  anyone  bothered  to  look, he 
would  have  known  that  this  is  utterly  impossible  under  present  manage- 
ment . 

In  regard  to  Desert  Tortoise,  I  knov;  from  my  own  ooservations 
during  the  32  years  1  have  operated  the  Crescent  peak  Alio traent, that 
there  are  now  many  more  tortoise  than  there  were  when  1  first  estacliah- 
ed  my  residence  and  business  here, these  of  all.  size^  ana  ages.  I  have 
observed  the  tortoise  very  closely  during  that  time  arm  have  seen  them 
do  things  ana  eat  thingsthat  the  tortoise  fanciers  do  not  believe.  I 
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have  never  seen  a  cow  step  on  a  tortoise  nor  on  a  tortoise  burrow, 
rattle  Krazino  1„  the  "Crucial  Tortoise  Habitat-  have  always  been 
so  widely  scattered  that  it  would  be  virtually  impossible  for  the. 
to  do  so   There  is  little  or  no  forage  competition  for  the  same  reason 
and  because  it  is  physically  iispoaaloU  for  a  bovine  animal  to  graze 
closely  enough  to  deprive  a  tortoise.  A  bit  of  close. unbiased  and  ob- 
jective observation  will  support  this.  As  a  matter  of  fact  I  have  never 
seen  a  tortoise  that  had  been  crushed  by  a  vehicle  although  I  have 
spent  much  time, especially  during  their  Spring  mating  season, in  moving 
them  off  roads  so  that  I  might  pass. and  in  rescuing  unsuccessful  suit- 
ors which  had  oeen  turned  on  their  backs  by  more  agresslve  males. 

The  DtlS.in  following  a  format  and  approach  obviously  de- 
signed for  a  different  part  of  the  country  has  failed  to  recognize  the 
rather  unique  character  of  Southern  Clark  County.  I  believe  it  to  be 
a  mistake  to  over  emphasize  ephemeral. perennial  and  ephemeral-perennial 
classification  and  to  try  to  segregate  these  relatively  artificial 
divisions.  Total  forage  is  the  key  to  efficient  conservation  and 
productive  management.  Certainly  100  years  of  successful  high  produc- 
tivity and  conservation  will  prove  this.  Consideration  should  have  been 
given  to  the  old  adage  "if  it  ain't  broke. don't  fix  if.  A  close  and 
studious  look  at  the  history  of  the  livestock  industry  In  Clark  County 
would  show  that  "it  ain't  broke", so  why  try  to  iix  it? 

There  are  other  areas  of  the  DKIS  upon  which  I  might  comment 
but  I  do  not  wish  to  make  this  so  long  that  noone  will  read  it  ...laybe 
noone  will  read  it  anyhow.  Never theless. I  am  disappointed  that  the 
document  was  not  oetter  and  mayue  you  should  dump  it  and  start  over. 

In  any  case,!  appreciate  the  opportunity  of  making  these 
comments, for  what  they  may  be  worth  and  always  will  be  ready  to  do 
what  1  can  in  the  interest  of  better  range  management. regardless  of 
who  does  it. 


Respectfully, 


r<?. 


A< 


Karl  F.rfelkel 
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Attached  lor  review  and  comment  is  a  copy  ol  che  aforementioned  protect,  Cl£--lSt  evaluate  u  wiih  tespeel  lo: 

1)  the  program's  ellect  on  your  plans  and  programs 

2)  lire  importance  ol  us  contribution  to  Slate  and/or  Aieawide  goals  and  objectives 
31  its  accord  with  jny  applicable  law,  order  or  regulation  with  which  you  are  lanliliar 
4)  additional  considerations.  — j ■  /      q  -\ 

PLEASE  submit  your  comments  10  this  office  NO  LATER  THAN  _J_    ±?~a  ^    by  clieckinq  the  appropriate 
box  below  and  returning  Ihe  lorm  io  tins  office    ftwuku°jemi&3mk>*e-  'SSSaaiBiiill  ""  lh,s  1'amcuUr  protect  so 
that  we  may  complete  our  processing  


THIS  SECTION  IO  BE  COMHtETEO  BY  REVIEWING  AGCHCY    |!Jiv.     of    Uistullc    Pjya  irynlUt  .11    imd^cjfci.h)}^ 


GNo  comment  on  this  proieta 

G  Proposal  supported  as  written  Isee  below) 

G  Additional  information  (see  below) 


CI  Conference  desired  (see  below) 
nCundniutMl  support  (oulhneil  below) 
GTtaaprirovalAJenial  ol  binding  (must  spc-clly  reason  below) 


Comments    (use  •u/.fiiiwwj  slutttt  t\  mctsuuy  I 

linn  Division  has  received  and   ivvu™:ii  the  Clark  (jumty  ('iraziiit;  Envti 
ment  and  determined   the  fJElS  to  If  unsatisfactory   in    its   treatment   of 


iiiu'tilal    Impart  StaU 
:ullural    resources. 


Properties   listed  on  or  determined  el  ip;ible  to  the  National  Register  ol    Historic  Places 
within    the  proposed  project    area  must   be    identified    in    the  I1KIS.      Referume   should  l>e 
mule   in  Class  I   Inventories  completed  or  planned,     lite  acreai*e  and  percent  ane  of   the  area 
that  Ices  been  inventoried  at  a  Class   (I    level  should  bo  described.      Addi  t  tonal  ly ,    the  DEIS 
should  contain   a  discussion  of   potential   envi  mnniental    consequences   on   cultural    resources 
for  each  alternative  presented. 

1  sum;esL  you  review  the  current    MIM  between  the  1UA1,    the  Advisory  Unmet)   cm  Historic 
Preservation  atid  the  National  Umferon. -e  ol  .Stan-  Historic  Preservation  Officers  regarding 
the    livestock  i;ra^lni;  and  iaui;e    untiruvtinunt  pnii;i:iin  »hieh  provides  i;tiol.lim 
UrtKinii  EfS's  and  calls   for  close  coordination  with  this  office.      II    yi 
this  Hotter  ill  greater  detail   yuu  should  talk  to  Ainu  ii.iJti.r,    Hi. 
arohi  i>  loir  tst . 


wish   lo  discuss 
Division's      staff 


^/gJJlLTk&hd- 


A.inlllisl  ratoi'-SIIIO 
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DEPARTMENT    OF    THE    ARMY 

LOS  AM43KLC3  OISTHICT.  CORPS  Of  &MulNEkr.3 

P.O.   BOX   37  1  l 

LOS   ANatLCS.   CALIPOHNIA   EOOnB 


2  7  JUL  082 


Mr.  Kemp  Conn,  DUirlct  Manager 
ti  u  r  e  a  u  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  26569 
Las  Vega*,  Nevada    89126 


Dea  r  Hr .  Conn : 


This  1  s  In  response  to  a  Uitct  from  Che  Nevada  State  Office, 
Bureau  of  Laud  Ma  nage  went  ,  which  requested  review  and  coramenta 
on  the  Draft  En  v  i  roniue  n  t  a  1  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)   for  the 
Proposed  Domestic  Livestock  Grazing  Management  Program  for 
Clark  County,  Nevada.    The  cited  letter  requested  that  we 
forward  our  reply  to  your  office. 

The  proposed  plan  does  not  conflict  with  existing  or  autho- 
rized plans  of  the  Corps  of  Engineer!!.  Ue  have  no  comments 
on  the  DEIS  for  the  proposed  plan. 

thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this 
document. 

Sincerely, 


l/^CARL     K.     ENSOtr^ 

X       Acting     Chief,     Planning     'JlvJ 


MEMO 

1*1  j  John    'inarbel ,    1'  I  aim  inn   Coordinator 

1-IUtM  Chris    Freeware     ({%/ 

SIIULCI  CEAKK    COUNTY    DL1S       SAI    UV       H  \  IDOOU2 


1)\IH     /'22-H2'JJ. 


Enclosed    art;    utji.irn.-nts    on    the    Draft    Clark    County    Grazing    EES    and    a 
copy    of    potential    -irate    I'atks     In    Clark    County,     Nevada    .mil    the    Nevada 
Natural    Heritage    Plan.       The    comments    on    thu    EXS    wert-    mostly    related 
to  cr-e  above    two  p.iti 1 1 cations  and  au«  done    in    !»'■■"'   "Y    llu:  University 
of  Nevada,    Las  Vet/as.      The    1975  publication  was   an    Inventory  or 
Natural    \,. iiijin.il  ki;   of    tins   dreat    Basin   and   was   .tone    tor    trie   Motional 
fJ.ir  k    ^L-rviu: . 

A:i    for    comments    on    tin:    fcilS     itself,     it    w.is    very    cjemrral    on    the     infor- 
mation   ijiven.        rtusre    should  be    mor«    iut  oriiia  ti  on    mi    what    specifically 
i  ^    pjl  annuil    foe    each    «jraz  tny   allot  Bent    in    the    way    of    where    the    im- 
provements   are    io    be    done. 

There   are  eleven  a  Hot-went S    listed    in   the  t:is   foi    intensive   n.s.-    that 
could    have   some    conflicts   with   wildlife,    planus    that    are   endemic 
to   an    area,    exiiitim)    and   poiunti.il     state    junks.       The     i )  lotm-tnt  s    are 
-I,     H,      t;?.     It,      l-l.     '_*>.      17,     22,     -!'),     -11,     and    44.        The    pOSSlMe    conflict;, 
are    listed   he  low: 

1.  Mlotm-ni     M    -      ?li i ^   aliotuiuiu    contains    thu-    [V-vJ  1 :»    Throat    and 
o..Ul    Uutte    ih.it    were    dooitaunced    as    having    potential    as    state 
|>d  i  k  S  -         .iulh     t!u::,<:      iiL'jS    ait;    d  !  :;o     I  is  Led     ill     the    til  ...i  t    Hj.'iln 

litudy  and   the  Kevada  Matural   Heritage   Plan. 

2.  allotment    fid   contains    a    lai  '«*   Joshua    tree    area    that    is    listed 
in    the    fieVaiia    Plan    and    Great    E*asin    study. 

S.       Allotment    t!2    contains    the    same    area    js    Pf  (J . 

4.        ALIoUiujui      *  1*1    -    This    allotment    contains     the    Mul.'u  I  louqh    Mountains 
and   h.c,    rare   and   1 1: 1 1  c    plant    communi  litis,    vir«)in    stands   of    nlack 
<,iaiua    and    IMnhoin    aijueu.        The    area    h.is    also    laien     t  u<  oinirkuded     to 
he   .on-.  i  d..-: ,  -i    :  .it    ,i    f  Kit  nt  a  1    Landmark    Sit**,       i  r    w..t  ..-i     is    to   l*e 
m.i.ic   int. i  <■    available    for    livestock,    as    shown    in    ih.-    KlS,    then 
plants    'hat    are  native    to    this   jii:.i   could  i-t:  airsifoyed  by   ijrastiwj, 
Also,     llitiM!    wi  ll    Ih:    more    coiwwtition    ror     r.-. d    between    the    nnjhonni 
and    /.hi  U-. 

'j.       a  I  lotmerp     *  I  "j    -    Phi's   <■  I  totniuni    has.    three    -ji  i  <■:;    thai    are    Listed 
j:;    LHir.iMiL  i  .t  1    parks,    Cro*j«  '•  V  '  ->    Arch,    Keyhole    Canyon    and    Knob 
Kill. 

u.        All<jtm.;nt_     Fl  1 7     -    This    a  Liotinout    ,.v..*i   l.i[.s    With     if  1 -1    .n,d    the    same 

COIIIinirll  t:i      .ipp  IV  . 
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Allotment    822    -    This    allotment   also   takes    in    a  portion    of 
McCul lough    Mountains    plus    the    highland    Range.       The    Highland 
Range    was    set    aside    for    Bighorn    sheep   use    in    the    September    25, 
1*572,    Federal    Register         as    an  died    of   critical    habitat.       It 
appears    that    increased  grazing   would   conflict   with    the    Bighorn 
critical    area    in    the    Highland    Range    if    it    is    allowed    to   take 
place. 

Allotment    811    has    4,930    acres    within    it    that  were    set    aside 
in    the    Virgin   Mountains    as    a    Natural    Area.      This   was   done    in    the* 
September    2b,     1**7G,     federal    Register.        There    are    flora    and 
fauna    in    this    area,    according    to    the    Great    Basin    Study,    that 
are    found    nowhere    else    in    Souther    Nevada.       The    Virgin    Mountains 
jie    the    boundary    between    the    warm    and    cold   deserts    of     the    Great 
basin.       There   are    relic    coniferous    toiests    that    also    still 
exist.       The    Virgin    Mountains    are    also    listed    js    a    potential 
State    pal k . 

Allotment    #41,     the    Wheeler    Wash   allotment,    has    the    potential 
of    overlapping    into    the    Mt.     sterling    are    or    the    Northern 
Spring    Mountains.       There    are    elk    on    Stirling    Mountain    and   plants 
that    are    endemic    to    that    area    only.       The   Mt.    Steeling 
area    has    also    been    recommended    for    National    Landmar  k    status. 
If    there   ate    not    drift    fences    to    keep    the   cattle    contained    in 
the    allotment    area,  they    could    compete    with    the    elk    herd    in    the 
Mt.    Sterling    area. 


Allotment  H4-!  is  the 
of  the  Val ley  of  Fire 
Valley  of  Fire  are  u 
also    in    this    a  I  lotniei 


Wh  it  e  has  i  n  and  encompasses  a  good  ool  tion 
State  t'a  rk.  Thi  r  ty  thousand  acres  of  the 
National    landnuik    status.       Wiser    Bowl    is 

t    and    in    the    State    Parkk   plan    as    a    Natural 


Landmark.       The    Muddy    Mountains    also   border    this    ^ze.a   where    there 
are    Bighorn    she^p .  The    nor  t  li       slope    of    the    Muddi  us    has    also 

been    teeoininertflevl    .is    a    Natural    1-undmark     in    the    Gieat    Basin    Study. 
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Muddy  Mountains  and  the  same  app 
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Enclosure 


(."lark  County  are  margina  I  at  best  tor  inten- 
lujped  that  careful  consideration  is  given  before  the 
ased  on  t  he  eleven  al  lotments  1  i  sted  above,  for  they 
mmuni ties  that  could  be  lost  and  which  are  unique  to 
area. 


i  L.  FitChtn 

BOX  S4UI 


Box  ^*oa 

Incline  Village, 
July  30,  19o2 


ley.    89*00 


Mr.    Kemp    Conn |    Dlatridt   Manager 

Attn:    El3   Team    Leador 

Bureau    of    Land    Vanagemont 

P.    0.     Box    26569 

Las    Vegas,    Nev.    89126 

Dear   Sir; 

Thank    you    for    sending    ao   a    copy    of    the    Draft    Claric   County    Grazing 
Environmental    Impact    Statement*    which    was    forwarded    to  my    suanar    addreaa. 
I    am    aulte    in   accord    with    the    propoeed    grazing  uutnageiDent    program    rather 
than    any    of    the    four    a ltorna tivea ,    and    think    you    have    done    un    excellent 
balanced    job. 

corely  yours 


}l&&t.  mj/-*****&*' 
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United  Slides  Department  of  Ihe  Interior 

FISH  ANI>  WILDLIFE  SKKVICE 

AREA  OFFICE 
4620  Overland  Road,   Room  238 
Boise,    Idaho     83705 


July  28,   1982 

Mr.  Kemp  Conn.  District  Manager 
Attn:   EI5  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  26569 
Las  Vegas.  NV  89126 

Dear  Mr.  Conn: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  comments  on  the  Oraft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  proposed  Domestic  Livestock  Grazing  1n  Clark  County, 
Nevada,  June  15,  1982. 


inty  Is  in  poor 
*  per- 
County 


The  1979  range  survey  Indicated  that  89  percent  of  Clark  County  Is  in 
livestock  forage  condition,  8  percent  Is  in  fair  condition,  and  only  3 
cent  is  in  good  condition.  Also,  only  2  percent  of  the  range  in  Clark 
is  being  improved- 
Clark  County  Is  now  classified  as  Southwest  Desert  Ephemeral  Range.  This 
range  does  not  consistently  produce  perennial  forage.  This  situation  may 
be  expected  to  continue  because  of  the  irregular  rainfall  and  high  evapo- 
ration rate  in  the  area. 

In  the  BLM  preferred  alternative  on  Page  2,  it  is  stated  that  on  18  grazing 
allotments  perennial  grazing  preference  would  be  established.   This  would 
be  done  on  areas  which  only  warrant  ephemeral  grazing.   This  would  be  done 
on  areas  which  now  have  poor  or  fair  forage  condition.   Ninety-seven  per- 
cent of  Clark  County  falls  1n  these  categories.   The  preferred  alternative 
does  not  appear  to  be  consistent  with  multiple  use  objectives,  it  will 
further  degrade  range  conditions,  and  this  will  be  detrimental  to  wildlife 
populations.   It  is  recommended  that  the  preferred  alternative  be  aban- 
doned or  substantially  modified  to  assure  range  Improvement.   We  recommend 
incorporation  of  the  actions  outlined  In  the  Natural  Resource  Protection 
Alternative,  Pages  13  and  14,  in  the  final  Preferred  Alternative. 


Sincerely, 


6 


L.'A.  Mehrhoff      '  J 
Area  Manager 


Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife,  Reno 
Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife,  Fallon 
U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service,  Reno 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  OCC 


United  States  Department  of  Agmicultuh 

FOREST  SEHVICE 

324  25th  Street 
Ogden,  UT  84401 


AUG 


Ktimp  Conn.   District   Manager 

At.  ui ;   EIS  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of    Land  Management 
P.O.    Box    ^6569 
Laa   Vegan,    NV   89126 


Dear  Mr.    Conn: 


16  -1 


We  have  reviewed  the  draft  Clark  County  Crazing  EIS.   Overall,  a  good 
quality  job  haa  been  accomplished.   The  document  la  well  thought-out  and 
conciae. 

We  concur  with  the  propuaed  action  alternative. 

Coverage/evaluation  of  wildlife,  particularly  deaert  bighorn,  desert 
tortoise,  and  G.uube  l'  a  qua  I.  L  la  noteworthy .   It  appears  there  ha  a  been 
good  cooperation/coordination  with  the  Nevada  Department  ut  Wildlife 
peraonne I . 

Habitat  development,  under  the  Proposed  Action,  la  expected  t<->    benefit 
wildlife  In  both  the  short  and  long  term.   We  were  a  bit  disappointed  in 
that  reintroductlon/  transplant  of  bighorn  wua:  not  Included  as  a  part  of 
the  Proposed  Action  alternative.   Alao,  we  would  prefer  seeing  goals  for 
wildlife  more  quantlfiably  stated.   It  was  difficult  to  determine  what 
current  numbera  are  and  what  the  management  goal  la  (long  term). 
Monitoring  of  changes  associated  uith  the  selected  management  alternative 
la  provided  for. 


I  The  aubject  of  threatened  and  endangered  speciea  and  their  habitats 
(plants)  appears  lacking;  no  discussion  was  noted,  although  ctins  Iderable 
verbiage  la  provided  for  classified  wildlife  and  their  habitats.   Was 
this  an  oversight? 


Sincerely, 


/ 


/ 


KICILMill   K.    GR1SU0LD 
Director,    Planning    .ind    Budget 
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|Jli    Wildlife  Management  Institute 

^^^^/  7iW  Wue  Uu,idmK.  1W>°  Vermont  Ave.,  N-W  .Washington.  O.C-  201X15  -    202  y 147-1774 


t.  I.  UVUtlAMSON 


Auguat  9.  1982 


District  Manager 
Post  Office  Box  26569 
Laa  Vegas,  Nevada   89126 

Dear  Sir: 

The  midlife  Management  Institute  ta  pleased  to  comment  on  CLARK 
COUNT*  CRAZING  ENVIKOHMKNTAI.  IMPACT  STATLMENT.  Nevada. 

It  la  difficult  to  analyze  a  plan  made  on  a  desert  area  where  much 
of  Che  Brazlng  la  ephemeral.   He  appreciate  chat  It  la  also  difficult  to 
prepare  a  plan  on  auch  an  area. 

The  wildlife  benefits  of  the  plan  appear  to  be  good,  we  are  pleaaed 
Co  see  that  approach  taken. 

There  appears  to  be  a  great  deal  of  work  done  for  a  relatively  small 
number  of  AUM.   A  total  of  10.856  In  the  county  and  only  24.158  on  the  16 
allotments  to  be  actively  managed  as  ephemeral-perennial.   Assuming  a  si*  month 
grazing  season  on  Lhese  sixteen,  there  would  be  only  4.025  cattle  involved. 

There  Is  no  Increase  In  AUM'a  predlcced  (at  this  Clme)  because  of 
liiipruvemencs . 

1C  Is  difficult  to  separate  public  beneile  coses,  such  as  wildlife 
and  soils,  from  privace  benefit  coses  auch  as  grazing.   One  way  la  ro  deduce 
Che  long  term  developmenc  coaCs  in  Che  no  grazing  alternative  of  59IO.OOO  from 
total  coats  In  the  proposed  action  of  51. 2,27,000  which  leavea  a  balance  of 
5517.000  that  could  reasonably  be  allocated  as  grazing  expense.   Since  there 
is  no  predlcced  increase  in  AUM.  this  seems  a  high  subsidy  to  graziera.  many  of 
whom  are  obviously  marginal  from  the  small  numbers  of  livestock  permitted. 
Public  funds  could  be  saved  by  cancelling  the  small  permits,  or  even  buying 
some  out. 

Crazing  fees  are  returning  only  545.667  (p.  30)  a  year  to  the 
government.   The  5517.000  livestock  subsidy  will  never  be  recovered  at  present 
interest  rates. 

'  Specific  comments  follow: 
I  I "   ■  I  an  increase  in  AUH  cannot  be  predicted? 


atoicMlo  io  wit  on ri  unci  mi 
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The  limited  bighorn  fencing  raises  the  quesciun  of  needs 
for  more  aeparacion  of  bighorns  and  caccle. 


Tile  Intent  of  the  plan  la  good,  but  the  private  benetics  in  whac  are 
ac  beat  marginal  livestock  operations  la  not  in  the  public  interest. 

This  occurs  ac  a  time  when  die  Bureau  of  Land  ManageuH.:nl  wildlife 
budget  for  Che  whole  state  of  Nevada  la  drastically  declining. 


BY  1981 
FY  1982 
FY  198  3 
FY  1984  Fstlmaced  high 


S1.392.UOO 

1.095,000 

800.000 

570. 00U 

640.000 


In  view  of  this  trend  all  Che  good  Chings  for  wildlife  In  [he  Clark 
Councy  Plan  must  be  suspect  (see  page  28.  11).   in  addition.  Che  long  term  need 
of  5700.000  to  Implement  planned  HMP  work  is  not  likely  to  be  available  (p.  II). 

These  remarks  have  been  coordinated  with  William  II.  Morse,  the 
Institute's  Western  Representative. 

Sincerely „ 


sC(l<lU<-^£ O^A^-^C 


Uaulel    A.     Poole 
President 


^^ 





H 
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P.    O.    box    64 
Overton,    NV      89040 
August    12,    1902 


Bureau   of    land    fiindijeiinjnt 
P.    0.    box    26569 
4765    West    Vegas    Drive 
Las  Vegas,    NV      U*j)26 

Centlemen  : 

With  regard  to  the  Clark  County  Environmental  Impact  Statement , 
1982,  there  an^'iis  to  be  many  descrepaneies  in  your  studies:   Improper 
use  of  perennial  forage  and  livestock  endangering  bighorn  sheep  for 
e  x  amp  1  e . 

Wesource  problem  2  indicates  that  there  is  improper  use  of  perennial 
forage  and  proposed  action  would  improve  forage  condition.   On  page  44 
the  statement  "In  Southern  Nevada,  fall  and  winter  grazing  are  considered 
the  le^st  harmful  i>eriods  of  grazing  ibc"  is  made.   To  show  that  forage 
is  Using  used  pro[>erly  please  note  that  Table  27  indicated  an  average 
pattern  of  use  of  land  as  March  to  May  and  September  to  November.   Also, 
page  10  states  "Most  operators  have  some  informal  grazing  system  established. 

The  KIS  indicates  that  bighorn  sheep  are  endangered  by  livestock. 
The  statement  is  made  on  page  26  "Significant  conflicts  affecting  bighorn 
sheep  from  livestock  and  wild  horses  and  burrows  occur  in  1L  of  the  lb 
presently  occupied  bighorn  ranges  in  Clark  County";  yet,  further  down 
that  page  the  statement  is  made  "Cattle  ar>;  restricted  from  using  some 
areas  due  to  rugged  terrain,  but  domestic  sheep  are  Less  restricted." 
Page  25  indicates  that  longterm  trends  in  bighorn  sheep  populations  are 
either  stable  or  an  upward  trend  is  anticipated. 

On  page  57,  it  is  indicated  that  if  livestock  is  preferred  over  the 
desert  tortuise,  tht:  tortoise  population  could  be  expected  to  decline 
because  reproduct  ion  would  be  suppressed  ttuiu  inadequate  forage  and 
trampling  or.  burrows  and  tortoises  would  increase.   On  page  21,    "Livestock, 
especially  where  the  grazing  is  intensive,  have  the  [.-ofeniial  to  remove 
roiage ,  damage  or  destroy  perennial  shrubs  used  for  shelter,  and  crush 
burrows  and  small  tortuises."   There  is  no  backup  for  these  statemen  t.s  . 
Also,  contrary  to  these  Statement  s ,  in  the  July,  1982,  CW-IP  meeting 


ElS/page 


longtime  residents  of  Clark  County  wlio  graze  livestock  in  the  Searchlight 
area  indicated  that  they  have  noticed  an  increased  number  of  tortoises 
on  grazed  land  over  Hie  past  several  decades.   It  was  pointed  out,  also, 
that  wild  animals  cause  most  tortoise  deaths. 


18-4 


18-5 


18-6 


18-7 


18-8 


The  manner  of  determining  the  forage  of  livestock  must  be 
Instead  of  using  1937  forest  Service  data,  perhaps  the  use  or  t 
fecal  Report  might  have  be^n  more  appropriate.  As  a  rancher,  w 
noted  that  when  the  cutclaws  and  Hiesguite  have  beans  on  them  li 
eat  the  beans  as  a  preferred  food.  These  beans  can  almost,  be  C 
a  tyi>e  of  grain  for  livestock.  In  tact  Webster's  New  Collegia! 
indicates  in  its  definition  of  mesquite  that  it  "bears  pods  ric 
sugar,  and  is  important  as  livestock  leod",  yet  the  mesguite  an 
are  both  considered  undesirable  for  livestock.  Also  not  wtiiitiu 
that  fact  that  livestock  can  and  do  eat  the  different  types  ot 
when    they   are    dry. 


lest  loned. 
:    UN1.V 

have 
■stock 
i3i<l«red 

Dictionary 

in 

catclaw 

:d     IS 


Also  there  appears  to  b 
that  if  no  action  is  taken  t 
however,  there  is  little  or 
attitude.  One  example  ot  tin 
on  page  15.  This  is  a 


large  amount  of  persona  1  assumpt:  tons 

var ious  exi  st ing  conditions  would  wor 

tact  s ,  figures,  or  data  to  back 

s  the  Key  forage  Plants  Method 

1  estimate  for  judging  utilization 


this 
Lione 

Key 


Species  by  weight.  Also  on  page  24    1L  is  stated  that  no  data 
relationship  of  the  climate  and  periodic  biological  phenomena 
gathered  on    the  public  lands  in  Clark  County. 


Rainfall  ,  ten 
than  does  grazing, 
allotments  that  hai 
been  grazed  to  the 


am,  and  soil  type  has  a  greater  affect  on  vegetation 

This  can  be  noted  by  comjjuring  the  condition  of 
e  been  grazed  but  tor  the  past  several  years  have  not 
condition  of  grazed  allotments.   This  situation  was 


noted  during  the  tour  of  the  Nevada  Test  Sit* 
nice  the  early  1350*3.   The  land  on 


grazing 

or    wo  r se    than     its    countu  r  [n 


here    there    \u 
e    test    site 


g  razed . 


Taking  a  5  year 
removes  his  livestoc 
this  .action  decrease 
number  ot  livestuck 
factor  detrimental  t 
inspect  ion  tie  tore  ap 
by  the  time  the  insp 
not  be  available  tor 
the  time  ot  the  insp 
and  burros ,  bighorn 
nowhere  is  it  stated 
available    for    1 tveat 


We    suggest,    therefc 


an  fa 
lod   c 


vesto. 
ion. 

e  p ,     d 


t  gr 
nd  p 
Cfc    d 

Tho 
ser 


izat 
izmg 


to  the 
lme  tc 
o  this 
j  1  1  ow 

n  of 


■per    work    i s 
:spi 

igh 


the    c. 

■J    amoui 


t      tOltOlL 


ranch 
ii    the 

uh- tho 

lor    he 

ange   i 

propos 
compl e 

Ct      tiled 

t    ot     1 
d   othe 

Al.'Ms 


ir    who    volun 

allotment , 

i    ot    del ci mi 

rd    increase  s 

the    mandal 

d    action. 

ted    the     toi.i 

it    was    ava 

and    t 

Idl  i 
will    be 


wild 
te     L 

■ill.  I 


that    before   any 


Uttou    be    taken 


letter 


tar  ily 

uiwi    the 

Another 
,ji  y     1  leld 
Sometimes 
ge    will 
l  lable    at 

horses 
s    stated, 
Itiately    l>e 


cone 1 us i ve 


Comment  Letter  18 


Comment  Letter  19 


CO 


18-9 


LIS/   ua.je    j 


and   accurate  data  be   uathered   by   hirther   studies  and   research   work. 
Also   we    teeL    that   offsiyht    investigations    does   not    supfjort    hands-on 
personal    involvement    of    local    ranche  i s .       These    same    ranchers    would    also 
be    able    to   tjve    accurate    information    as    to    the    nuoiber    of    livestock    an 
ailuLment  can   support    instead  of   usinu    the    S   year   average    method. 
future    observation   and  moni torinq    could    then    indicate    if    adjustments    in 
livestock    (lumbers    need    to    be    made. 


Sincerely, 


-/^ 


Lowell     Leavitt  ,_ 
IJte    Leavitt 
Lola    i^avitt 


i    EMilHUHING     •    iCOBOMICJ 
)q        HtSOUHCt  fLANHIKG 


August  11.  1082 

Mr.  Edward  T.  Ctlibertl,  Chief 
Division  of  Planning  and 

Environmental   Assistance 
Las  Vegas  District 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Post  Office  Box  5400 
Las  Vegas,  Nevada  811102 

Subject:   N-5  State  Grazing  Board,  Comments  to  the  Clark  County 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Dear  Mr.  Clllbertt: 

Resource  Concepts,  Inc.,  a  private  consulting  firm  based  in  Car- 
son City,  Nevada,  submits  the  following  comments  to  the  Clark 
County  Draft  Grazing  Env lronmen ta 1  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  on 
behalf  of  the  N-5  State  Grazing  Board.  The  N-5  Stale  Grazing 
Board,  representing  the  Interests  of  the  livestock  permittees  of 
the  l.as  Vegas  BLU  District,  is  very  concerned  with  the  Bureau's 
lack  of  information  from  which  management  decisions  were  formu- 
lated, the  Mil's  interpretation  and  application  of  the  limited 
data,  and  the  degree  to  which  speculation  Is  used  as  a  basis  for 
supporting  the  DEIS  recommendations.  The  following  text  pre- 
sents a  summary  of  the  N-5  State  Grazing  Board's  specific 
concerns : 

LIVESTOCK  I'OBAGE  CONDITION  AND  KAMGE  CONDITION 

The  livestock  forage  condition  rating  provides  very  little  use- 
ful data  in  evaluating  or  describing  livestock  grazing  impacts 
to  vegetation  and  has  no  application  to  formulating  management 
decisions  (which  are  supposedly  the  reasons  for  preparing  the 
DEIS).  Concerns  with  the  livestock  forage  condition  rating  are 
as  f ol lows : 
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Mr.  Edward  T.  Clllberti 
August  11,  1982 
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The  livestock  forage  condition  rating  (p. 24-25)  does  not 
consider  a  vegetation  type's  current  status  in  relation  to 
the  site's  potential  and,  therefore,  is  not  a  measure  of 
range  condition  as  ia  eluded  to  in  the  DEIS.  The  livestock 
forage  condition  rating  simply  describes  the  existing  vege- 
tation in  terms  of  percent  composition  of  desirable  forage 
species  for  a  given  class  of  animal.  A  range  site  may  never 
have  had  the  potential  to  be  rated  any  greater  than  fair 
livestock  forage  quality.  Consequently,  a  range  site  could 
he  In  good  range  condition  while  being  classified  as  fair 
livestock  forage  condition.  The  results  of  this  method  can 
be  easily  misinterpreted.  Further  more,  confusion  is  caused 
when  livestock  for ago  quality  and  range  condition  are  used 
synonymously  In  the  DE13.   for  example: 

Page  25  states: 

"Information  for  range  condition  was  gathered  during  the 
1979  range  survey  and  determined  from  the  percent  compo- 
sition  of  desirable,  intermediate,  or  undesirable  plants 
In  a  vegetation  type  (see  Table  20-2  for  relative  desir- 
ability of  some  forage  plants  in  Clark  County) .  The 
1979  range  survey  Indicated  that  89  percent  of  Clark 
County  Is  In  poor  livestock  forage  condition  (3 » 065, 567 
acres) ,  8  percent  is  in  fair  condition  (414, 752  acres), 
and  3  percent  is  in  good  condition  (103,69l>  acres)." 

Al  though  UI.U  has  determined  that  89  percent  of  Clark  County 
may  be  In  poor  livestock  forage  condition,  it  should  not  be 
interpreted  to  mean  that  89  percent  of  Clark  County  is  In 


RESOURCE  CONCEPTS  INC. 


kr.    Edward    T.    Ciliberti,    Chief 

August    11,    1982 

Page    3 

poor    range    condition.        A    range    si  te    In    excellent     range    con- 

dition    (according     to     the    SCS    and    Nevada    Range    Studies    Task 

Group     methodology)     may     only     be      In      fair      livestock      forage 

condition.       The    following    example    Is    presented    to    Illustrate 

this   point. 

RANGE    SITE:       SCOIC    OUHES 

5-12-   p. z.,    NV-02fi-?l 

RAffX  CGKMTlUH1                                                LIVESTOCK    F0K.V2    CUNmilON2 

H1ESEHT                   CLIMAX                      ADJUSTED 

SPtCtES                                  *C0MH>SITI0N      %  COM**  J5 1  f  ION      {  COWOSITIQN      DESIRABLE    IN11RW  IJIA'll    IJUKS  IRAJHE 

Indian   RIctKjrass.                           5                                5-10                                   5                                5 

Alkal  1    Sacaton                             2                             2-5                                  2                             2 

Sand  lVGpsu**J                               2                             2-5                                 2                             2 

Bailn  Ml Idry*                               3                             2-3                                  3                                                      3 

Bott'a  brush 

S<]ulrr«rall                               3                             2-5                                  3                             3 

Prlncosu1i«»a                                 5                             5                                      5                                                                                     3 

Glotaannl  low                                        3                                5                                          3                                                            5 

Buckwheat                                        5                             5                                      5                                                                                     3 

BlacK   Groasowood                        55                           10-40                                  40                                                                                           55 

Stio.iscala                                        3                           3-t0                                 3                                                      3 

Four»ln.j   Salftrush                     2                              3-10                                     2                                2 

Alkatl    SouiiHUMd                          2                             5                                      2                                                                                     2 

HarS*t*-Bsfi                                      3                             5                                      3                                                                                    3 

Riibtwr    Rabbi  rbri.ili                      5                                3                                    _^ j 

85X                           |4<                       ll<                           75* 

'/Kany«i    condition    do  fur  ml  n«d    by    tbm   mat  hodo  loyy    proposod     Ly     fha   N«jvada   K«nga   Studloi    Taik   Group, 

SCS.    and   tilM. 

■^/LIvosTock   Forotjo  Condi  t  Ion    dt»r«-mln«d     iy     ttw    nu  rhodoloyy    pr  oiuf.io.1     In  BlM    In*  tr  tn.1  lc*i   Mtxnor  anduw 

*0    7  5-32  Chdiuje    1    and   Draft   ULM   Hanuo!    44  12.      0t*  Iraki  Illy   ratings    »oro    d<.  to,  nl  ncd    tr  <=>    Tab  la 

2-2   o*     tha  C lark  County   0EIS,    For«it  S«rv  lc«  Ramje   Pla»r   HoftdttX*.    or    profaiilw.]!     juLhjjnxjnT. 

:; 

""""""" 
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According  to  results  presented  In  this  example,  range  condi- 
tion would  be  rated  excellent,  since  85  percent  of  present 
composition  Is  reflective  of  the  climax  community  (75%  - 
100%  -  excellent  condition).  However,  the  livestock  forage 
condition  rating  (assuming  an  excellent  soil  surface  factor 
rating)  would  be  fair,  since  only  25  percent  of  the  composi- 
tion Is  comprised  of  desirable  and  Intermediate  species. 

Kecognlzing  the  fact  that  range  site  potential  limits  the 
livestock  forage  condition  rating,  questions  arise  concern- 
ing the  reliability  of  the  methodology  employed  in  the  DEIS 
for  predicting  change  In  livestock  forage  condition  due  to 
proposed  management  actions.   Page  74  states: 

"Over  00  percent  of  the  acreage  In  Clark  County  was 
shown  In  the  1070  range  survey  to  be  In  poor  condition 
with  very  low  percentages  of  desirable  and  I  n termed  la te 
species.  If  a  15  percent  change  In  composition  would 
occur,  many  of  these  acres  would  remain  In  poor  condi- 
tion since  40  percent  or  more  of  both  desirable  and 
intermediate  species  is  needed  to  classify  an  area  as 
good  condition  range." 

Livestock  forage  condition  is  again  used  as  a  measure  of 
range  condition.  The  N-5  Board  contends  that  the  majority 
of  the  range  sites  found  in  Clark  County  do  not  have  the 
potential  to  be  comprised  of  40  percent  or  more  desirable  or 
Intermediate  species  (based  on  the  Bureau's  determination  of 
desirable  species).  Therefore,  it  Is  unreasonable  to  assume 
that  any  management  action  could  cause  any  change  in  live- 
stock forage  condition  ratings  for  the  majority  of  the 
vegetation  types  in  Clark  County. 
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)  The  Upper  Merman  Mesa  Allotment ,  according  to  the  I)E  IS,  la 
at,  or  close  to,  its  potential  for  perennial  plant  produc- 
tion (p. 43).  In  addition.  It  is  the  only  allotment  sched- 
uled to  bo  placed  in  the  "U"  Category  in  the  near  future 
(Table  1-2)  p  indicating  thu  t  the  allotment  is  in  good 
condition.  However,  according  to  Table  34-7  of  thu  Virgin 
Valley  Planning  Unit  Document  (see  At  tachmeiU  #1  ) ,  range 
survey  results  Indicate  that  the  ent  1  re  4ti,000+  acres  of  the 
allotment  is  in  poor  condition  with  [>3  percent  of  the  area 
in  a  static  trend.  Since  the  livestock  forage  condition 
ratings  used  In  this  DLIS  are  based  on  the  range  survey 
data,  how  can  the  extreme  differences  in  BLM  condition 
ratings  for  the  same  allotment  during  the  same  time*  period 
be  accounted  for?  This  example  may  indicate  that  the  valid- 
ity of  the  BLM  range  survey  data  and/or  the  livestock  forage 
condition  rating  method  may  be  in  question  for  all  the 
al lotments . 


19-2 


3)  There  are  definite  concerns  with  the  desirability  ratings  of 
the  forage  species  presented  in  the  DEIS.  1'irst,  the  Forest 
Service  ltange  Plant  Handbook  (USIIA  1037)  Is  cited  as  the 
sole  source  for  determining  forage  species  desirability  for 
livestock  (Table  2-2).  The  Board  feels  that  operator  input, 
coupled  wi  tli  the  existing  food  habits  studies  conducted  by 
[INK  (Burkhardt  and  Chamberlain,  10U2),  would  provide  much 
more  reliable  data  in  determining  species  desirability  in 
Clark  County  rather  than  the  generalizations  presented  in 
the    ltange    Plant    Handbook. 
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Secondly,  the  Forest  Service  Range  Plant  Handbook  does  not 
Indicate  that  blackbrush  and  ratany  are  undesirables  as 
Table  2-2  Indicates.  The  Range  Plant  Handbook  states  the 
following  about  blackbrush,  "It  provides  fair  forage  for 
cattle  and  sheep  during  the  winter,  especially  In  the  Dixie 
Forest  region  of  southwestern  Utah,  where  it  Is  abundant" . 
There  Is  no  indication  In  the  Range  Plant  Handbook  that 
blackbrush  Is  an  undesirable  forage  species  for  livestock  as 
Is  indicated  in  Table  2-2.  In  regards  to  range  ratany,  the 
Range  Plant  Handbook  status: 


"Range  ratany  is  an  Important  cons tit uent  of  the  foruge 
supply  on  many  of  the  lower  southwestern  ranges.  It 
ranks  from  fair  to  fairly  good  In  palatabllity  for 
cattle  and  sheep  and,  on  the  average,  from  25  to  50 
percent  of  Its  foliage  and  current  growth  of  stems  are 
utilised  on  conservatively  grazed  range,  depend lng  upon 

the  association  Ln  which  It  occurs The  spines  on 

the  fruit  of  littleleaf  ratany  (K.  parvlfolla)  are 
barbed  throughout  their  entire  length.  White  ratany  (K. 
gray  i ,  syn.  K.  canescens  A.  Gray  (1B52)  not  K.  cane sc ens 
Wild.  (1825)),  has  the  spines  on  the  fruit  barbed  only 
at  the  tips.  These  two  species,  although  not  so  wide- 
spread and  abundant  as  range  ratany,  are  relished  by  all 
classes  of  livestock." 


In. addition,  Table  2-2  Indicates  that  the  Range  Plant  Hand- 
book regards  Ambrosia  dumosa  as  an  undesirable  forage  plant. 
However ,  A .  dumosa  is  no t  found  in  the  Range  Plant  Handbook . 
The  Board  is  concerned  as  to  how  ttiese  obv ious  misrepresen- 
tations of  the  Forest  Service's  Range  Plant  Handbook 
occurred . 
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Thirdly,  the  desirability  of  foruge  species  is  dependent 
upon  a  variety  of  factors  such  as  associated  plant  species, 
class  and  breed  of  livestock,  climate,  season  of  use,  etc., 
which  precludes  the  use  of  genera  Li zed  plant  species 
desirability  ratings. 


The  permittees  and  range  researchers  have  cone inuously 
emphasized  the  Importance  of  browse  species  as  forage  In 
Clark  County,  however ,  this  point  is  yet  to  be  officially 
recognized  by  the  BLM.  Research  conducted  by  the  University 
of  Nevada,  Reno,  Indicated  that  cattle  on  the  Crescent  Peak 
Allotment  utilized  nearly  all  the  plant  species  of  the  area 
as  forage.  During  the  winter  season,  bursage,  blackbrush, 
and  ratany  comprised  almost  60  percent  of  cattle  diets 
(Burkhardt  and  Chamberlain,  1982).  However,  all  three  of 
these  species  are  listed  as  undesi  rabies  ln  Table  2-2  of  the 
DEIS.  By  considering  bursage,  blackbrush,  and  ratany  as 
intermediately  desirable  plants,  based  on  the  permittee 
input,  existing  food  habits  studies,  and  possibly  the  Range 
Plant  Handbook ,  the  Livestock  Forage  Condi  lion  ra  t  Lng  would 
improve  significantly  for  the  DEIS  area. 


4)   The  DEIS  presents   three  different   descriptions  of   range 
eondi  tion : 

a)  Livestock  Forage  Condition  (which  Is  used  interchange- 
ably with  range  condition  in  the  DEIS)  refers  to  the 
quality  of  forage  of  each  vegetation  type  for  the  class 
of  livestock  authorized  to  graze  (p. 24-25). 
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b)  llange  condition  la  referred  to  as  the  current  health  of 
the  range  In  relation  to  its  potential  to  produce  forage 
for  Livestock  under  a  suat&lned-yleld  philosophy  (p. 25). 

c)  Condition  of  a  range  site  la  determined  by  comparing 
composition  by  weight  of  the  present  plant  aaaoctatlon 
with  that  of  the  alte'a  cllmai  plant  community  (p. 15). 

However,  "c"  is  the  only  description  recommended  by  the 
Nevada  llange  Studies  Task  Group.  Livestock  forage  Condition 
is  not  synonymous  with  range  condition  because  it  does  not 
consider  site  potential.  Kange  condition  definition  "b"  Is 
Inaccurate  because  It  Is  not  necessarily  the  site's  poten- 
tial to  produce  only  livestock  forage.  A  distinction  should 
be  clearly  made  ill  the  DEIS  between  Livestock  Forage  Condi- 
tion and  range  condition.  lu  addition,  the  definition  of 
range  condition  should  be  consistent  throughout  the  docu- 
ment, preferably  the  definition  presented  in  the  Nevada 
Kange  Monitoring  Procedures  (Nevada  Hange  Studies  Task  Group 
1981). 


In  summary,  if  there  Is  no  reLlable  data  In  which  to  reasonably 
estimate  range  condition,  then  no  reference  to  current  range 
condition  or  projected  Improvement  in  range  condition  should  be 
made.  As  stated  in  a  U1JJ  memorandum  (4412,  N-U31.5)  to  the 
Director,  DSC  (D-460)  from  the  State  Director,  Nevada,  dated 
December  22,  1981,  "Without  ecological  range  sites  and  condition 
information,  you  are  essentially  guessing  when  identifying  vege- 
tation composition  objectives."   A  statement  should  be  included 
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In  the  final  DEIS  stating  that  "Currently  there  Is  insufficient 
data  to  adequately  address  range  condition  determt nations  within 
Clark  County,  Upon  completion  of  the  soil  survey  anil  subsequent 
development  of  range  sites,  range  condition  will  he  determined." 
Due  to  the  reasons  previously  presen  ted ,  Livestock  borage  Qual- 
ity  data  should  be  deleted  or  at  least,  clearly  dlst i nqutshed 
from  range  condition  and  forage  species  destrahili  ty  ratings 
should  be  re-evaluated. 

APPARENT  TftEND 

Apparent  trend,  as  indicated  on  page  25,  Is  a  measurement  of 
change  in  a  plant  community  taken  at  a  si  ngle  point  in  time. 
This  method  has  certain  inherent  shortcomings  associated  with  it 
which  are  only  casually  mentioned  on  page  41  where  the  DICI3 
states : 

"Observed  range  trend  information  represents  observations  in 
only  one  year  and,  therefore,  may  or  may  not  reflect  the 
actual  long-  term  trend  of  an  area.  it  was  oil  tallied  and  used 
for  analytical  purposes  only." 

While  apparent ,  or  observed  ,  trend  was  used  for  "ana  I  y  t;  t  en  1  pur- 
poses only"  ,  the  State  Dl  rector  of  Nevada  In  memorandum  -1412 
(N-931.5)  to  the  Director,  DSC  (D-460)  dated  December  21!,  1DHI  , 
indicates  that  this  method  presents  little  tnforma t ion  even  for 
analytical  purposes.   Ttie  memorandum  states: 


4440. 


-Appa rent  Trend 


Th  is  subject  should  be  oml  t  ted  from  the  inunua  I  .  iiy  de  f  i  n  i- 
t  ion ,  trend  is  measured  over  1 1  r.ie  .  At  tei»pt  s  a  t  collect  lag 
trend  data  with  one  time  recordings  are  often  misleading  and 
the  da  ta   is  of   ques  t  Lonab  1  e   value   f  rum   a   ma  nag emeu  u   and 
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It  la  questionable  that  this  data  is  even  useful  for  analytical 
purposes.  The  usefulness  of  this  data  is  rendered  even  less 
sul table  when  available  apparent  trend  data  has  been  extrapo- 
lated to  areas  in  which  there  was  no  data  collected  within  Clark 
County  (p. 41 ) .  It  would  appear  that  there  la  no  reliable  data 
available  in  which  to  describe  range  trend  In  the  0EI3  area. 

LACK  OF  RELIABLE  DATA 

The  DEI 3  indicates  that  major  resource  problems  are  occurring 
under  the  current  situation  and  these  problems  will  continue  to 
occur  and/or  increase  in  severity  unless  the  Proposed  Action  Is 
implemented .   For  example: 

Page  5:  "There  would  be  continued  loss  of  perennial  grasses  and 
shrubs . " 

Page  6:  "As  perennial  forage  deel ines,  livestock  operations 
would  become  less  productive." 

Page  411:  "It  Is  1 1  kely  .  . . -  the  current  poor  condition  of  much  of 
the  range 

Page  51:  "Long-term  results  would  be  continual  loss  of  peren- 
nial grasses  and  shrubs  which  are  now  available  for  livestock 

forage . " 

However,  there  is  no  range  condition  data,  no  long-term  trend 
data,  and  the  Grazing  Board  is  unaware  of  any  utilisation  data 
from    which    to    base    these    statements".       Assuming,    for    the    purposes 
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of  this  discussion,  that  the  Bureau's  apparent  trend  data  la 
accurate,  it  would  appear  that  the  sta  tenien  t  "Currently  94 
percent  of  Clark  County  is  in  apparent  static  trend"  (p. 25)  con- 
tradicts the  prev  tous  examples  which  indicate  that  t  tie  re  Is 
downward  direction  in  trend.  if  these  sta  tements  are  bayed  on 
professional  speculation,  they  should  be  presented  as  such . 
They  should  not  be  presented  as  documented  fact  as  Is  indicated 
in  the  DEIS. 

EPIIEUEUAL/PERENNIAL  ALLOTMENT  CLASSIFICATIONS 

The  Board  questions  the  validity  of  the  Bureau's  criteria  for 
classifying  al loments  as  "ephemeral "  or  "ephemera  1 /perennial". 
This  Is  especially  Important  to  those  alio tments  which  are  cur- 
rently used  yearlong  but  proposed  for  ephemeral  use  only.  The 
Christmas  Tree  Pass  Alio tmen t ,  for  example ,  has  been  c 1 assed  as 
ephemeral  according  to  the  Bureau's  criteria.  However ,  this 
allotment  ha3  been  evaluated  by  a  Certified  Range  Consultant  and 
a  Range  Special 1st  from  the  Uuiversity  of  Nevada  and  was  deter- 
mined  to  be  more  appropriately  categorized  a^i  "ephemeral/ 
perennial"  .  The  f o 1 lowi  ng  is  a  partial  species  list  of  pa  1  at- 
able  perennial  forage  recorded  on  the  al lotmen  t  evaluation:  Big 
gal  leta  ,  S  t  i  pu  neomex  i  cana  ,  (luff  grass  ,  black  brush,  Amhrosi  a 
dumosa,  globeina  1 1  ow  ,  range  rutany,  and  Ephedra  novadensi  s .   Due 


to  the  sign! flea nee  of  the  Impacts  to  the  affected  pe rmi  t  tees , 
the  Board  urges  the  Bureau  to  re-evaluate  these  particular 
a  I lotmen ts  through  the  CKMP  process .  Si  nee  a  major  concern  In 
classifying   these   alio tments   is   the   protection  of   perennial 
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forage,  the  Hoard  recommends  that  effective  and  sound  monitoring 
be  established  on  these  allotments.  The  monitoring  results 
would  aid  in  determining  the  allotments'  status  in  terms  of 
ephemeral/  perennial,    «, 

PEKENN1AL  PLANTS 
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Page  24  of  the  DEIS  states: 


"Native  perennial  grasses  and  shrubs,  though  they  may  be 
high  in  palatabtllty  to  grazing  animals,  are  generally  too 
sparse  to  support  sustained  grazing.  The  sparsenesa  of 
perennial  forage  plants  Is  evident  in  the  low  percent  they 
represent  in  the  composition  of  most  vegetation  types.  Even 
with  Increases  of  perennial  plants,  most  areas  would  still 
be  Incapable  of  supporting  sustained  grazing.  However, 
there  are  .a  few  areas  In  the  county  which  have  the  potential 
to  produce  perennial  forage  on  a  sustained-yield  basis." 


If  this  statement  were  true,  would  not  the  Bureau's  goal  to 
manage  60  percent  of  the  acreage  of  Clark  County  under  an 
ephemeral/perennial  allotment  classification  be  subject  to 
iiuestion?  According  to  page  29  of  the  DE13  ephemeral/perennial 
range  Is  characterized  by  having  a  significant  percentage,  or 
the  potential  for  a  significant  percentage,  of  the  total  compo- 
sition being  made  up  desirable  perennial  forage  plants.  These 
statements  within  the  DEIS  contradict  themselves.  In  addition, 
this  would  Indicate  that  Objective  2  of  Itesource  Problems,  page 
0,  which  recommends  to  "manage  perennial  vegetation  at  proper 
utilization  levels  in  order  to  obtain  a  sustained  yield  and  to 
improve  livestock  forage  condition,"  would  be  unobtainable. 
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The  total  5  year  average  use  comes  to  30,856  AUMs  as  presented 
In  TabLe  1-1 .  However ,  the  5  year  average  use  presented  Id  the 
text  on  page  10  is  24,  158  AUMs.  The  N-5  Board  questions  which 
figure  Is  correct. 

INITIAL  STOCKING  LEVELS 

To  arbitrarily  force  the  affected  1  Ives  Lock  opera  tort*  to  take 
reductions  In  11 censed  AUMs  based  solely  on  the  previous  five 
years  average  use  level,  is  unfair  and  discrlminta 1 1 ng .  this 
action  will  adversely  impact  any  operator  who ,  for  whatever 
reason,  has  taken  voluntary  non-use  of  a  portion  of  his  licensed 
AUMs  during  1075-1 979  .  For  example ,  this  ac  tion  would  cuius  train 
an  operator  who  is  building  up  his  herd.  As  an  alternative,  the 
a  f  fee  ted  per mi t  tees  should  be  consul  ted  and  an  agreement  derived 
between  the  permittee  and  the  BLM  concerning  the  appropriate 
initial  stocking  level  for  his  allotment. 

LOSS  IN  REVENUE 

In  the  cost  comparisons ,  Tab  I  e  1-6" ,  the  UI.M  has  not  included  the 
1 oss  in  revenue  from  dec  reased  grazl ng  f ees .  Th  is  is  as  real  a 
coat  as  pipelines,  fencing,  etc.  Also,  the  revenue  lost  from 
1  ives took  prod uc  t  ton  should  be  lnc luded  in  the  cost  tab les . 
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Page  31  of  the  DEIS  states,  "Ranching  In  Clark  County  produces 
less  than  1  percent  of  total  livestock  sold  In  Nevada.  Conse- 
quently, no  management  alternative.  Including  the  no  livestock 
grazing  alternative,  would  significantly  impact  any  sectoral 
industry...,"  This  statement  would  imply  that  since  the  live- 
stock industry  in  Clark  County  is  a  small  percentage  of  the 
State  agricultural  production,  that  it  is  of  no  importance. 
However,  a  more  relevant  question  would  be  to  look  at  the 
percentage  of  the  County  agricultural  industry  production  that 
Is  made  up  of  livestock  production.  This  procedure  would 
undoubtedly  lead  to  a  different  result.  To  make  the  comparison 
as  the  Bureau  has  done,  is  comparable  to  comparing  Nevada's 
agricultural  production  to  that  of  the  Nation.  The  relevant 
question  is  not  how  would  BLM  policy  affect  the  State  agricul- 
tural sector,  but  rather  how  would  policy  affect  the  County 
agricultural  sector. 

The  proposed  action  alternative  (page  10)  Indicates  the  Uureau 
will  cut  ranchers  or  stock  at  the  5  year  average  licensed  use. 
This  has  two  significant  Impacts. 


t)   It   removes   the 
production,  and 


potential   for   Increased   livestock 


b) 


It  directly  Impacts  rancher  wealth.  As  discussed  on 
page  32  of  the  DEIS,  the  capitalized  value  of  Federal 
AUMs  for  Nevada  ranges  between  $25  to  $G0  each.  Tikis, 
then,  represents  a  loss  in  rancher  wealth  for  each  AUH 
removed.  That  Is,  each  Federal  AUM  removed  would 
directly  impact  rancher  wealth  from  $25  to  $G0/AUM, 
depending  upon  which  estimate  is  used. 
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ALLOTMENTS  CLOSED  TO  GRAZING 


Page  10  of  the  DEIS  Indicates  that  under  the  proposed  action  15 
allotments  which  have  not  been  recently  used  by  livestock  will 
be  withdrawn  from  grazing.  The  apparent  rationale  is  that  these 
areas  have  existing  uses  or  natural  resource  values  that  would 
conflict  with  livestock  grazing  should  it  be  initiated  (p. 10). 
However,  the  presence  of  livestock  does  not  automa  tically  create 
a  conflict  on  the  allotment.  In  addition,  the  major ity  of  con- 
flicts could  be  resolved  through  proper  al lotmen  t  planning,  if 
and  when  conf 1 ic  ts  occur .  The  N-b  Board  does  no  t  feel  that  the 
Bureau  is  demonstrating  an  objective  multiple  use  philosophy 
wl  tti  this  recommend  a  t  ion. 

EPHEMERAL  FORAGE  LICENSING 

There  is  no  description  In  the  DEIS  of  the  methodologies  to  be 
used  in  determining  ephemeral  forage  production  fur  licensing 
purposes.  Also,  there  Is  no  discussion  of  how  ephemera  1  forage 
Is  proposed  to  be  allocated  to  the  various  users. 

DECLINING  WILDLIFE 

Summary  Table  2  indicates  that  all  wildlife  populations  may  de- 
cline if  the  existing  management  scheme  is  continued .  However , 
the  DE IS  does  not  prose n  t  any  da  ta  document I ng  wildlife  popula- 
tion declines.  The  DE I S  s  ta  tes  that  big  horn  sheep  numbers  are 
static  or  in  an  upward  trend  in  some  areas  (p.  25).  The  DEIS 
denotes  el (ma  1 1 e  fac  tors  us  the  over rid  i  ng  Influence  of  up  I  and 
game  bird  nuctbe  rs  (p.  27)  .  Wha  t  is  the  basi  s  for-  the  assumption 
that  wildlife  numbers  will  dec  I  1  ne  if   the  current  ma  nag  coven  t 

scheme  is  continued  if  wildlife  numbers  are  not  dee!  mine,  now? 
— ~  RESOURCE  CONCEPTS  INC. 
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DESERT  TORTOISE 


The  DEIS  imp Ilea  that  there  la  currently  competition  occurring 
between  tortoises  and  cattle  throughout  the  tortoises  distribu- 
tion area,  which  is  leading  to  the  tortoise*  s  demise.  Page  52 
indicates  that  under  the  No  Action  Alternative  there  will  be 
contl nued  competition  for  spring  annual  forage  which  may  con- 
tribute to  the  decline  of  tortoise  populations,  and  when  crucial 
habi  ta t  is  grazed ,  tortoises  will  reach  non  viable  levels. 
According  to  the  No  Livestock  Grazing  Alternative,  page  54, 
female  tortoise  mortality  will  be  reduced  because  of  the  absence 
of  livestock.  Page  54  states  "Female  tortoises. ... .could 
recover  from  the  heavy  demand  of  egg  laying  faster  than  if 
intense  livestock  competition  for  available  forage  in  the  early 
spring  were  occurring"  .  This  sta  temen t  implies  that  "1 n tense 
livestock  cocipetlon"  now  exists  under  the  current  management 
scheme.  However,  the  Board  Is  not  aware  of  any  study  results 
specific  to  CI  ark  County  which  documents  tortoise  declines  as  a 
result  of  livestock  grazing .  During  the  Clark  County  OKV 
Management  CRMP  Meeting,  July  14,  1982,  representatives  of  the 
Desert  Tortoise  Council  indicated  there  was  no  such  data  avail- 
able in  Clark  County. 

Tiie  re-occur  ring  mi  s  take  presented  in  the  DE  IS  la  the  assumpt  ion 
that  cuttle  occurrence  within  an  allotment  results  in  forage 
competition  with  Lortoises.  however,  in  order  to  determine 
forage  competition  between  two  animals,  the  following  conditions 
must  ex  ist  : 
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1)  There  must  be  diet  overlap  between  the  two  animals. 

2)  The  competing  animals  nils  t  have  overlapping  distributions. 

3)  The   forage   species   competed   for   must   be   in   limited 

abundance . 

4)  The  forage  species  competed  for  must  be  essential   to  the 

animal's  existence - 

Granted,  continued  severe  overgrazing  tay  cattle  of  ttessrt  tor- 
toise habitat  would  adversely  Impact  tortoises.  However,  there 
are  no  study  results  presented  in  the  DSIS  documenting  that 
cattle  are  overgrazing  desert  tortoise  habitat  within  Clark 
County.  In  the  absence  of  this  data,  the  DDIS  presents  a  par- 
tial literature  review  demonstrating  the  potential  impacts  of 
cattle  grazing. 

CONCLUSION 

In  conclusion,  the  N-5  State  Grazing  Uoard  is  very  concerned 
with  the  amount  of  speculation  which  is  presented  as  documented 
fact  In  the  DliiS.  The  Board  is  unaware  of  any  reliable  trend 
data,  range  condition  information,  forage  utilization  data,  data 
documenting  tortoise  declines,  etc.,  within  Clark  County  which 
could  support  the  D1\IS  recommendations.  The  use  of  Livestock 
Forage  Condition  Is  incorrectly  used  to  imply  range  condition  in 
the  DEIS.  Literature,  when  cited,  typically  presents  informa- 
tion supportive  of  the  proposed  recommendations,  as  opposed  to 
being  objective  in  presenting  the  "pros"  and  "cons"  of  the 
recommendation.  This  problem  is  readily  apparent  when  there  is 
no  study  information  available  and  past  literature  is  used  to 
support  DEIS  statements.  When  one  considers  all  of  these  fac- 
tors, the  question  arises  as  lu  how  ma-iay e'.ien t  decisions  can  be 
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formulated  anil  the  benefits  of  the  proposed  action  be  projected 
when  there  is  such  an  obvious  lack  of  data.  In  summary,  since 
there  is  no  range  condition  data,  no  range  trend  information, 
and  no  utilization  data,  how  can  an  environmental  impact 
statement  pertaining  to  livestock  grazing  be  prepared?  The  M-5 
State  Grazing  Board  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  to 
the  DIlIS  and  hopes  that  serious  consideration  be  given  of  these 
comments    when    preparing    the    final    EIS. 

SI ncerely , 


rafin    L.    I 


&-K^_ 


n    L,    Mcl-ain 
Certified    Range    Uunagenent    Consultant 
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Searchlight,  Nevada 
Aug.  10,  1982 


EIS  Team  Leader 

QLM 

Las  Vegas  NV 

Dear  Sirs: 

r  wish  to  make  some  comments  on   the  Draft  Clark  Co.   Grazing  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 

My  husband,   Eb  Davis,  has   had  the  allotment  now  known   as   the   Ireteba  Pks. 
since   1933.      The  other  two  ranches    in   the  Searchlight  Area   have  had   the  same 
management   for  a  good  many  years,   one   tor  30  years   and  the  other  over  20  years 
so  there   is  a   long  period  of  experience   in   the  management  of  cattle  grazing   in 
this  area  and  the    last   thing   they  would  want   to  do   is   run  down   the   range  as    it 
is   their   living  off   it.      Two  of   these   ranches  and  part  of  the   third  are   to  be 
reclassified  to  Ephemeral    -   Perennial.      We  realize   there  should  be  multiple 
use  of  the  Public  Lands  as    in   the  4  Natural   Resource  Protection  Plan  but    I   can't 
understand  why  all   other  uses   get  preferential    treatment  and  there    is   such   a  negative 
approach   to  grazing  which   is   a   traditional    use  of  a   renewable   resource;   with  a 
100,000   farms   and  ranches   going  out  of  business   a  year,   even  a   snu II   percentage 
such  as    in  Clark  County  may  become   important. 

I  see  under  the  Davis's   interview   last  August   at   Searchlight,   they   are  not    in 
favor  of  an  Area  Management  Plan  but  no  explanation  of  why.      the   reason    is  we  have 
already  one  which  we  consider  more  effective  than  a   set   ridged  one.      It    there    is 
sufficient   forage  oi   annuals,   we  move  all    the  cattle  we  can  gather   to   the   region 
of  Lake  Mohave   in   the  winter  and  early  spring  as   that    is  where   the   feed  comes 
first  and  we  save   the  higher  altitudes   tor  summer;  when  we  gather  and  move   up  a 
fence  between   the   two  would  be  ol    benefit   but  would  have   to  be  many  miles, 
otherwise,    if  we   feel   any  area    is   going   to  be  overgrazed  we  shut   the  water  olf  and 
move  cattle— which  has  worked  very  well    for  us   as  we  can  adjust  with   rain   tall.      Art- 
just  now  opening  a  water   that  has  been  off   for  a  year.      Ihis   gives  a  mure   flexible 
management  at   less   cost   than  a   fenced  pasture  plan.      I    know  one  year  we  sold 
yearlings  weighing  an  average  of  200  pounds  more   than   the   ranch  with  an  AMP. 

Big  Horn  Sheep  -   Pages   2S-26  Table  Page  38 
Current    120   -   Projected  51S 

In  a  good  rainfall   spring,    there  might  be  enough   feed  and  water   for   current  number. 
This  year   1982   from  January   thru  July    IS  there  was   plenty  of   feed   and  water   in  this 
area.      Springs    in  Eldorado,   Eagle,  Aztec  and  Power  Line  washes  were   running  and 
bunch   grass   plentiful    but   all    the   springs  were  dry  by  middle  of  July   and    the  July 
rains  wasn't  enough   to   to  put  any    in   springs   so   the  only  source  oi   water  since 
that   time   is   at  Lake  Mohave  which    is  more  than   2  miles  estimated   they   roam  from 
water  (page  26)   and  with  every  wash   filled  with  campers,      tents,   mobile  homes,   boats 
etc.      I   can't   see   SIS  sheep  coming   to  water.      (This  was  a  better  water  year   than 
usual)   at  Clark  Ml.   we  had  a  Big  Horn  Sheep  run  with  our  cattle  one  sunnier  so   they 
are  not  all   afraid  of  cattle.      Some  wildlife    follow  cattle  as    the    feed    is   fresher 
and  not  so   rough   after  cattle  have  grazed   it. 
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Desert  Tortoise  -  Page  26-27  Table  2-5 

I  cannot  see  why  there  is  so  much  emphasis  placed  on  Turtles.   Man  seems  to 
poise  more  threat  than  livestock.   I  have  seen  cars  deliberately  run  over 
them  and  many  pick  them  up  for  pets.  We  do  a  lot  of  riding  (horses  and  cars) 
on  range  and  I  don't  see  any  50  turtles  to  a  square  mile.   Usually  see  a  few 
in  the  spring  when  they  first  come  out  and  they  are  fortunate  to  be  able  to 
hibernate  in  dry,  hot  spells.   I  read  an  article  that  said  their  favorite 
food  in  spring  was  Beever  Tail  Cactus  flowers  for  which  they  have  no 
competition  from  cattle  and  as  to  cattle  stepping  on  them,  cattle  won't  even 
step  on  a  rock  unless  pushed  is  why  their  trails  are  so  crooked.   The  area  on 
this  allotment  deemed  to  be  Crucial  is  from  Cotton  woDd  Cove  Road  to  drift 
fence  south  of  Searchlight.   We  seldom  have  at  the  most  25  head  of  cattle 
there  unless  the  feed  is  so  good  early;  we  take  more  and  try  to  hold  them 
there  (2  waters)  as  this  is  early  feed  and  dries  up  fast  so  I  should  think 
there  is  room  for  both.  The  only  interest  1  can  think  of  in  them  is  for 
people  to  see  them  which  would  take  ORV's  running  every  where  and  if  they 
were  co/imon.   Ho  one  would  be  interested  unless  a  taste  for  turtle  soup  was 
cul t ivated. 

Gambel  's  IJuail  -  Page  27 

"Crucial  summer  habitat  -  within  1 .  5i»  of  water.   What  water?  Are  the  wildlife 
people  going  around  filling  up  the  guzzlers?  Host  I've  seen  over  the  years  are 
dry. 

Other  Wildlife  -  Page  27 

I've  seen  very  few  cottontails  around  our  waters  the  last  2  years,  ever  hay 
stacks,  if  the  coyotes  aren't  controlled  and  hunting  season  shortened  on  them, 
I  don't  think  we  will  have  to  worry  about  them.   Also  the  damage  hunters  do  to 
the  terrain,  improve  ments  such  as  wind  mills,  water  tanks  and  troughs,  corrals 
(camping  in  gates)  etc. 

If  we  ever  have  seasons  of  grazing  as  mentioned  several  places  in  text,  it 
will  put  us  out  of  business  as  there  is  no  place  to  go  in  off  season  -  none 
available  -  sheep  take  up  ail  I  know  of  and  if  there  were;  transportation  and  lack 
of  Close  markets  would  prevent  it.   We  (all  3  ranches)  run  cow/calf  operations. 
We  have  tried  steers  and  have  had  to  keep  them  at  least  a  year  for  a  reasonable 
orofit  and  if  ilLH  decides  there  isn't  enough  feed  might  have  to  sell  after  3 
months.   (S  Calif  Desert  are)  allows  6  month  ephereral  permit.   With  cow/calf 
we  can  take  calves  off  and  feed  until  the  next  rain  (cows  can  usually  make  it 
then)  but  wouldn't  work  fur  steers. 

Table  2  -  2  Page  37 

I  would  differ  on  classification  of  these 

1.  Glove  Mallow  -  Favorite  of  both  cattle  and  horses. 

2.  Cat  claw  -  Misquite  -  Eat  leaves,  flowers  and  beans.   We  have  I200# 
Mexican  steer  fattened  on  mesquite  beans. 

3.  Burro  bush  -  Cows  can  live  on  it  if  feed  is  scarce. 

4.  Black  brush  -  Wet  year  when  blossoms  is  eaten  readily. 

5.  Willows  and  lamarisk  -  Are  choice  food  at  take  Mohave  beaches. 


As  to  the  CRMP  organization  solving  conflicts,  it  seems  to  be  highly  slanted 
to  ORV's.   At  the  July  meeting,  their  spokesman  said  "he  represented  1700  members 
and  they  were  bitterly  opposed  to  the  turtle  proposal."  And  with  due  respect  to 
the  Turtle  Lady,  she  didn't  to  want  to  alter  her  plan.   So  how  can  the  conflicts 
be  solved  if  no  one  will  compromise.  Will  the  cattleman  have  to  do  all  the 
giving  as  his  lease  can  be  terminated? 

If  you  are  still  with  me,  I  thank  you  for  your  time  and  consideration. 


Nina  Davis 
P.  0.  Box  185 
Searchlight,  NV 
89046 


(Ireteba  Pks  Allotment) 


(This  letter  retyped  verbatim  by  the  Itevada  State  Office  of  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  to  improve  printing  quality.   August  30,  19U2) 
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Re:   Clark  County  Grazing  EIS 


Dear  Mr .  Conn : 


I  am  writing  on  behalf  of  the  American  Horse  Protection 
Association,  Inc.,  to  comment  on  the  draft  Clark  County 
Grazing  Envi ronmental  Impact  Statement . 

frankly ,  it  is  difficult  to  comment  effectively  because 
the  Proposed  Action  specifies  so  little  about  the  future 
population  and  management  of  wild  horses  and  burros.   No 
management  levels  have  been  established,  and  the  draft  does 
not  provide  much  information  upon  which  AJIPA  can  make  assump- 
tions about  future  management  decisions.   It  seems  likely , 
however,  that  Lhe   burro  populations  —  especially  the  Golii 
Butte  herd  --  will  be  reduced  pursuant  to  the  management 
plans  to  be  written  in  the  future. 

With  regard  to  Gold  Butte,  AHPA  notes  that  the  draft 
places  the  1981  burro  population  there  at  about  '198  animals. 
However ,  the  Tassi-Gold  Butte  Herd  Management  Area  Plan 
(May  1982)  found,  in  censuses  conducted  in  1979  and  1980,  that 
the  population  was  only  288.   ABPA  believes  that  it  is  impossible 
for  the  herd  to  have  increased  by  over  7  0%  in  no  more  than  two 
years . 


Kemp  Conn ,  District  Manager 
August  13,  1982 
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Some  competition  may  already  exist  for  forage  around 
perennial  springs  (HMAP  at  13).   Since  Gold  Butte  will  be 
reclassified  a  ephemeral -perennial  allotment  under  the  proposed 
alternative,  that  compe tit-ion  may  we  11  increase  as  livestock 
use  of  perennial  forage  is  expanded. 

for  these  reasons,  AHPA  urges  that  1 ivestock  grazing  be 
eliminated  in  Gold  Butte,  especially  if  BIJ1!  determines  that 
the  burro  populat  i  on  must  be  reduced  to  improve  forage 
conditions .   As  the  draft  notes  generally,  the  level  of 
economic  activity  in  Clark  County  generated  by  ranching  is  very 
small,  and  the  loss  of  the  livestock  AUMs  in  Gold  Butte  is  only 
a  small  fraction  (less  than  9'i )  of  the  current  leve  1  of  li  ve- 
stock  allocations.   Elimination  of  livestock  in  Muddy  Mountain 
may  also  be  appropriate,  although  the  draft  EIS  does  not 
describe  the  resource  conflicts  in  that  allotment  in  much  detail . 

As  the  draft  notes,  the  el imi nation  of  livestock  g  razing 
throughout  Clark  County  wou  Id  have  many  positive  impacts , 
including  a  slightly  larger  net  improvement  in  forage  conditions 
than  expected  from  the  proposed  action.   The  benefit— to-cost 
ratio  of  a  no- 1 ivestock  alternative  is  much  higher  than  the 
proposed  act  ion.   Therefore ,  although  AHPA  is  not  in  a  posit  ion 
to  recommend  adoption  of  the  no-livestock  alternative  in  its 
entirety,  the  elimination  of  livestock  grazing  in  the  wild 
horse  and  burro  herd  areas  may  well  have  many  positive 
benefits  at  a  relatively  small  cost . 
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Kemp  Conn,  District  Manager 
August  13,  1982 
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AHPA  is  interested  in  commenting  further  as  the  herd 
management  area  plans  are  developed,  and  I  would  appreciate  it 
if  you  would  keep  the  Association  on  your  mailing  list  to 
receive  draft  plans  to  review. 

Very  truly  yours, 

/  )  ..  -:' ' 


Russell  J.,.  Caspar 

Attorney  for  American  Horse 
Protection  Association,  Inc. 


cc :   Joan  R. 
RJG:bb 
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Dear  Mr.   Conn: 
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The  following  aunreents  on  the  Clark  County  Crazing  Knvironmental 

■..-....  s.  1  !•>».' 

Impact  Statement  are  nude  on  behalf  of   the  Nevada  CaU. lumen's 

MM    O..^- 

Association. 

i.-j»*  EtwwitM 

(u*« 

Gene  m  1 

^r^,..,.. 

^ 

We  have  a  muter  of  concerns  tuid  guest  ions  with  the  explanations 

illu—  *-!-,  MM 

u 

and  reconisendations  node   in  tliis  draft  suatenejit.      'Hie  majority 

H.H  l-r't.iiUt  Nil 

of  our  auncems  center  around  tlie  apparent  lack  of  recognition  of 

"*"    *~* 

the  benefits   that  accrue  due  to  the  true  multiple  use  management. 

The  sta feement  doesn't   address   the  benefits  that  could  accrue  to 

VU.ll) 

wildlife  when  inproviements  were  put   in  to  unpiuve  distribution  of 

Loo,.  U.D...O 

livestock,      There  wasn't  enough  consideration  to  couplete  manage- 

Onaw.nl, 

ment  for  all   resource  users  to  provide  benefits  to  all. 

L»J.l5l>*a>l 

H*l»  b.o. 

Specific 

D**fn 

rnlt*<>  Auiih 

1.      We  object   to   U>e  use  of   the  previous   five  year  average  use   to 

JHM* 

establish  stoctcinq  rates   t:rom.      Within  the  last   five  years  an 

ftu>  lOm^i 

Operator  may  have  taken  voluntary  nun  use   for  a  nustjer  of  reasons, 

F.«rt  [k,nw 

22-1 

including  having  liad  to  sell  mote  cattle  than  normal.      It   is 
certainly  unfair  to  cut  livestock  nunbers  without  hiving  documenta- 

MMHomi 

tion  that   the  cuts     are  actually  necessary.      The  only  reliable,   and 

"*"'•  •***«* 

supportable,  means   to  establish  stocking  rates  ram  would  be  the 

„ 

data   from  monitoring  of  tlie  long  term  range  toy  id. 

fclfco 

2.     We  hnjhly  reooaHt-JKl  that   the  one-shot- in- tune   forage  inventory 
data  iwt  be  used  to  categorize  allotments  in  "M" ,    "  i " ,  or  "C"  cate- 

22-2 

gories.      Past,  studies  have  proven  that  such  inventories  are  not 

reliable  means  to  determine  true  range  condition  and  thus,   until 

data    is  available    trom  monitoring  studies,    range   condition  should 

not  be  used   in  tlie  categorisation  process. 

3.     'lln-  proposed  action  proposes  not  to  allow  grazing   in  15  allot- 

ments in  the  area  although  bhey  could  be  used   for  snot*,     'ihis 

AMIIuio  NATIONAL  CA1I  L EM  tN-s  association 
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selection  of  certain  areas   for  only  specific  uses  is  not   in  line  with  true 
muLtiple  use  and  is  in  effect  a  withdrawal  from  multiple  use.      lias  the  BLM 
attempted  to  interest  livestock  operators  to  graze  these  allotments?     Have 
livestock  operators  requested  to  graze  in  these  aieas?     'lhis  proposal  doesn't 
recognize  that  livestock  and  wildlife  can  be  compatible,   and  are  often  conducive 
to  each  other-     We  do  not  support  this  proposal  unless  there  is  no  desire  to 
graze  these  allotments  by  the  livestock  operators  in  tile  area. 

4.  The  draft  statement  indicates  that  significant  impacts  are  occurring  to 
desert  tortoises  and  that  livestock  are  competing  with  the  desert  tortoises, 
lljwever,    there  is  no  data  presented  from  studies  which  can  substantiate  these 
statements.      Until   sufficient  data  can  be  presented   to  show   this   is   in    fact 
the  case,   there  should  not  be  statements   indicating  impacts  to  tortoises,  or 
tortoise  habitat,  by  livestock. 

5.  This  draft  (in  Sumiary  Table  2)  indicates  tiiat  all  wildlife  populations  may 
decline  if  the  existing  management  is  continued  as  is.  Again,  these  statements 
are  nude  without  presentation  of  data  to  show  actual  declines  in  wildLife  popu- 
lations. Nor  does  it  show  climatic  data  that  may  also  have  impacts  on  wildlife 
populations.  Until,  or  unless,  sufficient  data  is  presented  to  sltw  declines 
in  wildlife  populations  due  to  livestock  grazing,  no  indication  slould  be  made 
of  such. 

6.  'lhis  draft   is  woefully   inadequate  as  far  as  projections  go.      It  disregards 
the   fact  that  nearly  all  water  improvements  put   in  for  livestock  also  benefit 
wildlife.      A  good  example  of  this   lack  of  logic  is  seen   in  Siimiary  Table   1, 
page  4.      Another  propised  action,  which  seemingly  has  been  developed  to  provide 
aiUitional   benefits   for  wildlife  over  livestock,    the  BIM  proposes  to  pit   in 

t  miles  of  pipeline,   6  troughs,   and  1  water  tank.      Under  tie  livestock 
pnxluction  alternative  on  tliis  same  table,   the  BLM  proposes  to  pit  in  4 . 5  miles 
of  pipeline,    5  trouglis,   and  1  water  tank.     Thus  for  the  wildlife-directed  alter- 
native,   die  BLM  has  proposal  to  put   in  an  additional  2.5  miles  of  pipeline  and 
one  additional   trough.      'Hie  BLM  has  indicated  in  this  exoiiple  that  they  don't 
realize   that    if   these  adtii  tional   waters  were  developed   under  tlie   1  ivestoek  pro- 
duction alternative,   that  wildlife  would  be  benefitted  also.     Additionally,    the 
livestock  operator  would  maintain  the  water  improvements  to  make  sure  water  was 
available  for  his   livestock  as  well  as  wildlife.      If  the  111M  would  concentrate 
on  getting   improvements  on  the  ground,  everyone  would  benefit. 

7.  Economic  Sections.     This  draft  indicates  little  economic  iiipacts  due  to  cuts 
in  livestock  grazing.     We  feel  that  it   is  not  fair  to  conpure  the  loss  due  to 
impacts  on  the  ranching  sector  with  tie  total  economic  output  of   the  major 
industries    in  Nevatia  or  the  total  Mevada  agricultural    industry.      The  ranching 
industry    impacts   Should  be  evaluated  on  a  more   local  basis  where    the   rancher 
does  business.      The  D.E.I. S.   disregards   the   fact   that  ranching  and  fanning  were 
some  of   tile  first  enterprises  in  the  Las  Vegas  area  and   it  was   largely  because 
of   these  early  settlers  thai  a  comnumly  and 
which  a  gaming   industry  could  grow.     Nor  does 
tlie  ranching   industry  lias  adied  to  line  ap^xeal 


oonouuc  base  was  teslabl  istKed,    from 
the  U.K.  l.S.    sIkiw  the  aesthetic  value 
of  Nevada  to  outsiders.     Tlie  section 


economics  shield  be  changed  to  show  tlie  actual  economic  mpact  of  reductions 
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Iin  livestock  grazing  on  local   conumnities,    not  just  las  Vegas  or  Nevada  in 
gener 


general. 


22-9  I  Q-      llow  wl11  ephemeral    forage  be  allocated  to  the  various  users? 

In  addition  to  these  ccmnents,   we  would  also  give  support  to  the  tf-5  Grazing 
Board's  oonments,  which  we  liave  reviewed  and  feel  are  quite  well  piepated. 
Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


Sincerely, 

Paul  Bottari 
Executive  Secretary 


-**•; 


je  t ' . «  s  i 


ex:  Senator  Paul  Laxalt 

Congressiitui  Janes  Santini 
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Mr.    Kemp  Conn,    District   Manager 
Eureau    of    Land  Management 
P.O.Box    26569 
Las    Vegas,    tfV      B9126 


Deer  iir.   Conn, 
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The    Desert  Tortoise   Council    anprecia  toa    the    opportunity    to    review  ant    ccmnont 
on    the    Draft      Envr i roimon fcal    Impact    Statement    Proposed    Domestic    Livestock 
Grazing  Uan«c<»ent    Prograir.    for    Clark    County,     Nevada.       Tho    following    are    sona 
of    the    points    that    reflect   our  major    concerns. 

For    the    rast    nrpr ox  irately   50  years,    the    ranchers    In    Clark    Ccunty  hi:vo    had    tlie 
oonor tunity    to    demons  tra  to    1  i  ves  tock    gra  ting   practices    that    resul t    in    sus  talnad 
yield,     Dructicas    that  would  be    in    the    ranchers '     best    into  ros  t    rer  'irdless    of   a 
nanagenant    directive    of    HL£»      This    ha  a    not    been    afi'ecteJ;      now    09^  of    the    rungo 
in    Clark    County   is    in    poor    condition   and   apparently  iros t    js    not    improving    in 
auality.       ■''«    realize    thut    the    potential    for    recovery    varies   anong    areas    hut 
measures    to    oruaote    the    fastest    poss  ihle    recovery   s  hou  Id    begin    Icrrod  ia  toly 
not    only    to  meet    the    standing    directive   but    to    shorten    the    very    long  process 
of  rocwery.         In   the    long    terra,     thia    would   bonsfit    the    ranchers. 

In   view   of    the   oreseut    ra*n.'e    condition   and    a    trend    that  nay  orore    to    be    down- 
ward,   the    grazing    of    livestock    to    any    degree    in  any  area    sh   uli    receive   on-going 
monitoring    an.'    An  Li, a  1    Unit    adjua  tritsit*  with  in-season       that    are    appropriate    to 
« »ch    ar  »-a  ,     that     is,  tn  osu    proposed    for    COS  tod  i  a  1    nana?  eraent    ami    maintenance 
manager*;  nfc    as    ne  1 1    as    for   ar.v-s    proposed   for     irtp«t)vti(j    ir.an*>genent .      The    mngo    is 
too    f  rag  i  !c    and    ro^ov-.-ry    r.ines    too    long    to    t  afc^       chances    on    the    pa  toe  tia  I 
dti»rei^  tian   of  the    few  ureas     in    g(.od    condition.       If    tlie    condition    of  ureas    thnt 
qualify      for   custodial    manag-sisent    is    too    poor    to    warrent    intensive-    improved 
mwnager/.en  t    it    is     orobably    too    poor    to    sustain    any    livestock    and  at    the    same 
time    allow    uu  upward    trend    in    the    condition  of  soil,     vegetation   and    wildlife 
of    those    aruus. 

fi-i    ornosa    th»    reclassification   of    18    enhemoral    allotments    to    arhonorn  1-perenni  al. 
Cons  i dor ing    the    present    condi  t  irn  of    the    rang  e   and    what    it    indi  cu  tos    about    pas  t 
Taring    practices,     v.hat    is    needed    is     to    fit    management     practices   nore    close  ly 
to    the    requirenaltts     for    rar.re    recovery   over  v.'ha  t    is    ailp- i  rtedly   u   -aide    range    of 
different    ve-etati-jc    assenbl*^*-?    vh  tr in   th"    «-rJh-rarn  I    r>  i5iricstion.       .  i  th 
adequate   n;oni  'j>  ri  rtf    for    each    the    increases    and    doc^e;»s    in    Kits    .-ill    b-    the 
r,o  ■  t    ntrrorriste    for  etch    -:r»a.      Recl^s  si  ■*  ic-  fci  rr.    is    not    only    Innrprotr ia te, 
it   would    not  auuress    the    basic    problem    -and    co'jl.]    un.iernine  range    recovery  and 
natural    resource    projection    because    the    erhenoral-perenr:  ia  1    classification    oro- 
vldos    ti:e    opTor  tuni  ty ,     in    eplVct,     ta    increi-ie    livestock    utilization   by    defin- 
ition. 


Realistically,    wo    believe    that    it    is    imperative    that    &IM   have   a    contingency 
clan    in    the   event    that    funi ing    is    not    adequate    for    monitoring    sufficiently    \o 
ensure    that    gracing    practices    are    consistent   with    resource    recovery   and    then 
sustained    yield.       Ths   results    of    the    past   grazing    under    incompletely    super- 
vised  regimes    should  be    considered    seriously.      TO    permit    livestock    utilization 
without  adequate    funds    would    not   bo    consistent  with    the    respona  ibi  1  i  ty     charged 
to   BL'J.. 

More    specifically,,    we    recommend    the    fallowings 

1.  For  wildlife  needs  in  desert  tortoise  habitat!  determine  thu  t  there  Is  a 
ninirrua  of  500  nounus  of  dry-weight  of  annuals  per  acre  before  permitting 
livestock    to  grate    Use    area. 

and 

2.  Do    not    allow    grazing       from    -Wch    throigh    Juno. 

This   a'tove    will    decrease    another    ir.nact    upon    tortoises    by    livestock  — 
trampling    of    1)    burrows    end    2)    snail    tortoisea    whether    In    or    tut    of    their 
burrows . 


Establish   at    least    1,    1-so .    mile    ocmanent    s  tndy    ulot    in    each  de.st.-rt    tor  to  isa 
crucial   area;    two    in    Piute    Valley.       Fron    each,    secure    baaalire    data    on    the 
tortoise   population   and   vegetation   during   a   60-day   study  between  mid-Karch 
and    mid-Juno.      To    refine    population   density  vo'ucs   end    do  Ur  rm  i  i*j     trend,    per- 
form   additional    60-duy    studies    or.    each   plot   at    least   every    Uirue    yu-ir*. 

'»a    recor.~"-*id    that    aavoml    vjget&ticn    study    plots    be    es  tabl  is  ln*d    in   eich  nnjor 
vci'bU  ti  on    ty;u ,    on    grazed    tin-    ungr'ized    areas .       '  he  so    clo  ts    stl<    i  Id    to    survyec1 
at    least  yearly.       Tlie    numbers    of    ulcts    should    be    sufficient    to    yield    sound 
statistical       results.         Visual    estimates    for    judging    utilization      are    con- 
sidered  unrel ie  bio. 


TTe    look    for'"ard    to    par  ti  ci  t»i  ting    in    the    Coordinated   Resource   ^unu^ir.e  nt    Planning 
orocoss. 


Sincerely   yours 

r'nuik    hoovnr , 

Senior  Co-rnui roeraon 


cc:    John   Donaldson,    NO'".",,    Region    III 
.Tildlife    Soc. 
Johanna  itald,    !!?!*" 
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August  13.  1982 

Kemp  Conn,  Manager 
BLM/Las  Vegas  District 
ATTN i  EIS  Team  Leader 
P.  0.  Box  26569 
Las  Vegas,  NV   89126 

Dear  Manager  Conn, 

As  Chair  of  the  Toiyabe  Chapter's  Public  Lands  Committee, 
I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the 
draft  Clark   County   Grazing  EIS. 

Our  analysis   of    the    draft   document  was  quite    short   as   we 
found    little    actually    proposed   in    the    way   of    "the    livestock 
grazing  management   program"   which   was   supposed   tcdeveloped. 
Both    the    proposed   action  and    the   alternatives    seemed   quite 
inadequate    in   the    face    of   the   deteriorated   range    situation 
in  Clark   County.      On   p.    25,    the    1979    range    survey   is   quoted 
as   finding  89JS   in  poor   livestock   forage   condition  and   9'i% 
in   static   or   downward    trend.       But    no    "allotment-specific 
or   site-specific"   management   actions   are   planned,  (p. JU) . 
Mention   is  made   of   rest-rotation  and    deferred    grazing 
systems   being   used.       However,    we   are   unaware   of   any    lit- 
OA_  -|    erature    or    research    connecting    these    systems   developed   on 
Western    forest    rangelands    to      desert    ranges   below   4000    ft. 
in  Clark  County . 

Likewise,    we    cannot    comment   on    the    "thresholds"   and    the 
"environmental    analysis,    as    i  t   was    impossible    for    the    BLM 
to   analyze    environmental    impacts   of   non-specified   and   non- 
specific  management    proposals    in  Chapter    J. 

The   document   discusses    "resource    problems"    and    "areas   of 
concern"    but    doesn't    incorporate,    much    less  mention    BIJil's 
planning   process.       Isn't    there    on-going   planning   in  Clark 
County  Resource   Area?      Haven't  MPP    II    recommendations   been 
made   based    on   BLM    staff   and    public   input    into    the    land   use 
plan? 


24-2 


24-3 


In    the    social    analysis,    it   is    implied   that    citizens   have 
no   concern    for   wildlife    other    than    for   game    anaimuls, 
wild   horses   and    burros,    and    desert    tortoises.      We   doubt 
the   accuracy    of    this    section    for    the    general    public    and 
for   conservationists    in    particular. 


24-4 


SIERKA    CLUB 


|  We   do   not   underwstand    the    statement   on   p.    4l    that    "baseline 
[ data    for   livestock    forage    condition  and   apparent    trend   are 

the   only   data   available."      What   about    the    range    survey 
Iquoted   on  P. 25?      Isn't   it   true    that   the   only   data   BLM    trusts 
is    the   data   it   hasn't   yet   collected?!      Isn't    is   alio   true 
that   BLM    does   have   adequate   data   and    information   to    reduce 
grazing    to    the   carrying  capacity   of    the    range,    but    refuses 
to    use    it?      Our  questions   are    based   on    the    statements  made 
and    the    references   quoted    on   p.    'l't    in   connection   with    the 
impact  on   vegetation   goals    of    the    reduction  of   wild    burro 

I  numbers.      Would    not    these    statements   also    be   directly 
applicable    to    improvements    in   desert   vegetation   due    to    re- 
ductions   in   excess   domestic    livestock    numbers? 

The   only  part   of   any   of   the   alternatives   we   can   support    is 
the   protection  of   desert   wash   areas  and    fencing  of    springs 
However,    we- seriously    doubt   whether   even  Gus  Honnay    would 
support    rest-rotation   as  an    effective  method   of   protecting 
desert   washes. 
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We  strongly  oppose  both  the  changing  of 
of  Clark  rangelands  to  porennial-epheme 
range  improvements  in  here- to-fore  ungi 
No  convincing  rationale  is  given  for  ct 
status  and  we  can  see  as  many  problems 
advantages,  especially  in  increasing  ca 
Developing  water  in  areas  which  have  st 
lations  will  only  increase  Livestock-wi 
for  both  forage  and  water  -  spreading  o 
not   solving  any   resource   problems. 

In   short,    we    see   absolutely   no    basis    for    the    predicted    im- 
provements  in    range    condition,    trend,    and   capacity,    based 
on   the    (nun-)    plan    lor  Clark   County.      We    find   such    divina- 
tions   to    be    highly    suspect    -    continuance    of   current    livestock 
numbers   and   wild   horse   and    burros   use,    improvement   of    shock- 
ingly   poor   range    conditions,    expansion   of   big  horn    sheep   pop- 
ulations   to    reasonable    numbers   and    protection   of   desert    tor- 
toise  populations,    all    at    the    sanio    time. 

In   conclusion,    we    find    the   proposed   action   and    the    inadequate 
alternatives  as   well    as    their    "environmental    analysis"    to    be 
an   exercise    in   futility.      The    "plan"    is   a    prescription    [or 
continuing  disastrous   grazing  management    in  ClarJiCoun  ty    which 
has    resulted    to-date    in  89/5    poor   condition   range,    declining 
tortoise    populations,    negative    impacts    to    desert   wildlife 
and   wildlife  habitat,    especially    riparian   areas   and   desert 
washes . 

We  doubt  if  the  Clark  County  ETS  complies  with  e  i  therJiKPA 
or  BLM's  own  regulations  and  policies  and  should  prob  ably 
just    be   written   off   and    started   over. 


Sincunely  r — .. 

iZL9fc 


Mj 


Ruse  Strickland,  Chair 
Public  Lands  Committee 
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Desert  Bighorn  Council 
P.  0.  Box  w> 
Lco-nls,  "A  3---0 
Ausust  11,  1982 


Keinc  «  nn ,  District  Manager 
Attn.   EI5  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.  0.  Box  2^*9 
Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89126 

Dear  Mr.  Conni 

The  Desert  Bighorn  Council  appreciates  the  opportunity  to 
comment  on  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management" 8  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (ElS)for  the  proposed  domestic  livestock  graz- 
ing In  Clark  County  Nevada. 

First,  the  Desert  Bighorn  Council  has,  for  years,  been 
on  record  as  being  for  the  complete  removal  of  feral  burro  from 
all  bighorn  habitat. 

Second,  we  are  concerned  with  the  proposed  alternative 
reclassification  of  allotments  from  ephemeral  to  ephemeral- 
perennial.    31ghorn  do  not  endure  with  any  form  of  competi- 
tion.  If  cattle  are  left  on  the  range  all  year  they  will 
move  Into  the  rough  terrain  and  compete  directly  with  the  big- 
horn . 

Monitoring  of  all  grazing  animals  and  adjustment  to  live- 
stock numbers  as  described  in  the  ilatural  Resources  Protection 
Alternative  must  be  included  in  whatever  alternative  or 
combination  of  alternatives  is  adopted. 


Yours  truly. 


Richard  A.  Weaver 


zf<AC 


Techntcal  Committee  Chairman 


SAW  i  ii 


r.t  vjiiIa  6-rj  I 


MAX    C.    FLEISCHMAMN    COLLEGE    OF    AGRICULTURE 


August  12,    1982 


Mr.    Kemp  Conn,   District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Box  26569 
Las   Vegas,   Nevada     B9126 


fear   Kemp: 

I  ha 
ment   (CI a 


I. 

26-1 
26-2 


26-3 
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ve   received   the   Draft  Clark  County  Grazing  Environmental    Impact  State- 
rk   DEIS)   and  have  a    few  comments   to  offer   for.your  consideration. 

Ephemeral-Perennial   Classifications.      Is   there  a   real   need   Lo  make   these 
distinctions?      It  seems    that  any  grazed  area   should  have  some   type  of  aj 
management  plan.      Ihese  plans  can  he  based  on   the  resources  and  uses    in 
the  allotment  and  allow   for  use  of  ephemeral    forage    if   and  when  avail- 
able.     This  point  comes  out   partly  because  of  questionable  criteria   and 
resource  data    for  making   the  ephemeral    vs   perennial    separations. 

I  wonder  how  determinations  will   be  made   for  licensing  of  ephemeral 
use?      Is    information  available  on  past  use  and   forage  availability 
under  various  natural   conditions?     To  whom  would  the  ephemeral    for- 
age  use  be  allocated?     Some  attention  should  be  given   to   tins    in   the 
Clark  DEIS. 

Range  Condition.      A  number  of  methods   and  variations  of  methods   are 
used   for  determining   livestock   forage  condition  and  condition   for 
other  purposes.      These   resource  value   ratings  are  useful    for  planning 
but  mostly  when  ecological   condition   ratings  are  also  available   to 
tie   them  in  with  potential   vegetation  conditions.      I  would  much  pre- 
fer  to   see   the  use  of  ecological   condition  ratings    in   the  Clark   DL1S. 
I   assume  you  will   be  using  soils   and  ecological    site    information   for 
preparing  management  plans.      This  will   give  meaning   to    livestock   fur- 
age   condition   ratings   and   is  essential    for  vegetation  monitoring. 
Livestock   forage  condition  as   used   in   the  Clark   DEIS   tends    to  be  mis- 
leading  in   that   it   is   not  a  measure  Of  ecological   condition.      Surely 
B9   percent  of   the   Clark  DEIS  area  would  not   be    in  poor  condition   if 
ecological    ratings  were  used.      I   doubt   that   it    is   really   that  bad   for 
livestock   use,   either.     We  have    information   showing   significant   live- 
stock use  of  such  plants  as   ratany,   blackbrush  and  burs.iye. 

Initial    Stocking  Kates.      Initial    reduction  of   livestuck  use   is   pro- 
bably not  necessary  and  would  cause  substantial   hardship    to   some   live- 
stock  operations.      It  would  be  much  more   reasonable   tu  work    out  manage- 
ment  plans  with  agreed  on  use   levels   and   then  make  adjustments    in  use 
(up  or  down)   based  on   a  monitoring  program  spelled  out    in  each  manage- 
ment plan.      It    is   very  rare  when   {mediate   use   reductions   are   needed. 
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Use  reductions  should  be  based  on  the  need  to  make  management  plans 
work  and  not  on  the  basis  of  licensed  use  in  recent  years.   Reductions 
based  on  five  recent  years  of  licensed  use  could  even  penalize  a  per- 
mittee who  has  taken  voluntary  non-use. 

Economics.   The  statement  that  ranching  in  Clark  County  produces  less 
than  one  percent  of  the  livestock  sold  in  Nevada  does  not  relate  well 
to  the  real  impact  of  livestock  use  on  the  federal  lands.   It  seems  to 
be  a  round-about  way  of  saying  that  livestock  grazing  is  not  important 
in  Clark  County.   It  nay  be  a  small  producer  relative  to  the  rest  of 
the  State,  but  rangeland  grazing  use  involves  a  renewable  resource 
that  contributes  to  the  economic  diversity  of  the  county.   It  is  also 

Ivery  important  to  the  livestock  operators  dependent  on  public  lands 
grazing  for  a  livelihood  and  return  on  investment.   Overlooked,  too, 
is  the  return  in  grazing  fees  to  the  federal  government. 

It  is  reality  that  grazing  permits  on  federal  lands  are  valuable. 
What  will  elimination  of  grazing,  reduction  of  grazing,  and  change 
2D""  /  from  year  around  to  ephemeral  use  do  to  the  value  of  range  holdings? 
1  expect  this  could  seriously  impact  rancher  wealth. 

5.   Coordinated  Resource  Management.  A  special  coordinated  effort  to 
develop  allotment  management  plans  that  involve  all  interests  and 
all  resources  could  be  effectively  used  to  resolve  problems  in  the 
Clark  County  area. 

If  the  grazing  users  and  other  interests  are  willing  it  would  be  advis- 
able to  move  right  ahead  with  development  of  resource  plans.   If  the 
plans  are  worked  out  to  the  satisfaction  of  those  involved,  including 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  your  decision  making  will  be  largely 
accomplished.   Good  resource  plans  prepared  with  the  pertinent  interests 
and  disciplines  involved,  will  also  help  greatly  with  the  activity  plans 
that  are  developed  concurrently  or  soon  thereafter.   The  monitoring 
program  to  see  if  planning  objectives  are  being  met  can  be  outlined 
in  each  of  the  plans. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  Clark  County  DEIS  is  complete  and  look  forward  to 
keeping  in  touch  and  perhaps  even  helping  out  a  bit  as  you  move  ahead  with  new 
plans  for  management  of  grazing  and  associated  resource  uses  in  Clark  County. 

Sincere ly , 


RaiHje  Special  1st 
■JL/ln 


> 


United  Stares  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL   I'AkK   SfcllVieE 

WESTERN  KN'.inN 

450  ISH.UEN  OATE  AVENUE.  liilX  K.IHij 

SAN  iRANUSCO.  CAliRillNIA  'ami 


IN   HCFI  If  imi    III: 

1.7619  (UK-BHg) 
August  J2.  19B2 


Memorandum 

To:       State  Director,  Bureau  of  [.and  Management ,  Nevada 

From:      Associate  Regional  Director,  Resources  Management ,  Western  Region 

Subject:   Clark  County  Crazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Me  have  reviewed  [lie  subject  Environmental  Impact  Statement  ami  I, .we  I  lie  (allowing 
comments • 

Under  the  "Mo  Livestock  Grn.-.ing  Alternative"  (page  12)  It  is  proposed  to  relocate 
83  burros  to  the  Muddy  Mountatn/Uhi te  Basin  allotment  areas  and  IS  to  the 
western  slopes  of  the  Eldorado  Mountains.   We  would  be  opposed  to  any  introduction 
of  more  burros  to  an  already  existing  herd. 

The  "Proposed  Action"  (page  11)  states  that  ulld  horse  and  burro  use  would 
continue  at  current  levels  In  all  herd  use  areas.  Initially.   Ad  j  ust  u.nl  s  would 
be  made  following  innn 1  tori ng  to  achieve  sustained  yield  utilization.   The  herd 
of  burros  that  have  frequented  Che  area  becween  Bitter  Spring,  Rogers  Spring, 
and  Echo  Bay  remained  in  this  general  triangle  for  a  number  of  years  at  a  popula- 
tion oi  approximately  15  animals.   In  19/9,  it  was  noticed  that  the  herd  started 
expanding  in  both  population  and  distribution.   They  have  expanded  Into  the 
Black  Mountains  to  the  south  where  they  began  competing  with  Desert  Bighorn 
Sheep  and  lo  the  north  along  the  Xotlhshore  Road  where  they  have  become  more  ot 
a  sarety  problem  lo  the  many  rec r eat ionisis  that  drive  this  primary  load.   Ihe 
burros  have  also  toiind  I  he  1 1  way  into  the  Echo  Hay  developed  area  where  they 
have  impacted  landscaping  vegetation,  campground  cleanliness,  and  sw i mm  lug 
beaches . 

|L  is  our  I  ecoimiiemlat  ion  that  the  Muddy  Mount  a  I  ll/Wh  i  te  llaslil  hollo  held  be 
confined  to  flatlalld  areas  outside  the  Black  Mountains  lo  prevent  cuolllct  with 
Uesert  Bighorn  Sheep  and  thai  Lhe  population  thai  ollll/.es  both  lluicuu  ol  (.and 
Management  and  National  Park  Service  lands  In  this  area  be  kept  to  a  maximum  ot 
15  aniiaals. 

Thank  you  for  giving  us  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  document. 


cc  : 

WASH  (US) 

Superintendent,  Lake  Mead 


Comment  Letter  28 


Comment  Letter  28 


isss; 


UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENT  At  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

REGION  IX 

215  Fremont  Street 

San  Francisco,  Ca.  94 1 05 


AUG   1  3    1982 


Mr.  Edward  P.  Spang 
State  Director,  Nevada 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  12  000 
300  Booth  Street 
Reno,  NV  89520 

Dear  Mr  -  Spang : 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  received 
and  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS) 
titled  PROPOSED  DOMESTIC  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAM 
FOR  CLARK  COUNTY ,  NEVADA. 
* 

EPA's  comments  on  the  DEIS  have  been  classified  as 
Category  LO- 1  .   Definitions  of  the  categories  are  provided 
by  the  enclosure.   The  classification  and  the  date  of  the 
EPA's  comments  wilL  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register  in 
accordance  with  our  responsibility  to  inform  the  public  of 
our  views  on    proposed  federal  actions  under  Section  309  of 
the  Clean  Air  Act.   Our  procedure  is  to  categorize  our  comments 
on  both  the  environmental  consequences  of  the  proposed  action 
and  the  adequacy  of  the  environmental  statement. 

EPA  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  DEIS 
and  requests  three  copies  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  when  available. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  our  review,  please 
contact  Loretta  Kahn  Barsamian,  Chief,  EIS  Review  Section,  at 
(415)  97-1-8188  or  t'TS  -154-8188 

Sincerely  yours , 

John  Wise,  Acting  Director 
Office  of  Policy,  Technical, 
and  Resources  Management 

Enc losures  (2) 


Water  Quality  Comments 

1.  We  are  in  support  of  management  activities  which  protect  or 
enhance  the  quality  of  water  resources,  desert  washes,  and 
riparian  vegetation.   Therefore  we  would  prefer  the  level  of 
protection  afforded  by  the  Natural  Resources  Protection 
Alternative  or,  at  a  minimum,  by  the  Proposed  Action.   We 
would  not  support  t.he  Livestock  Production  or  Mo  Action 
Al  tematives . 

Inspection  and  monitoring  activi  ties  Should  be  used  to 
determine  the  appropriate  stocking  levels  and  long  term 
grazing  system  ad justmen ts  which  will  protect  water  resources, 
riparian  vegetation  and  desert  washes . 


2. 


28-1 


The  Virgin  River  and  Muddy  River  are  major  tributaries  to 
Lake  Mead.   The  water  quality  impacts  of  grazing  activities 
to  these  rivers,  adjacent  stream  zones,  and  finally  Lake 
Mead  (i.e.  ,  from  erosion,  sedimentation,  bacteriological 
contamination,  etc.)  should  be  addressed  for  the  various 
alternatives ,  as  applicable. 
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OS  CA'nnjRY  OOCES 

Envi rotviental    Iroact  of  the  ration 

ID—Lack  of  Objections 

EPA  has  no  objection  to  the  proposed  action  as  described  in  the  draft  impact  statement; 
or  suggests  only  minor  changes   in  the  proposed  action. 

04 — Environmental  Reservations 

tlJA  has   reservations  concerning  the  environmental  effects  of  certain  aspects  of 
tJ*i  proposed  action.      EPA  believes  that   further  study  of  suggested  alternatives 
or  modifications  is  required  and  has  asked  the  originating  federal  agency  to 
reassess   these   aspects. 

EU — tnviroru;ontally  Unsatisfactory 

EPA  believes  that  the  propositi  action  is  unsatisfactory  because  of   its  potentially 
harmful  effect  on  the  environasint.      Furthermore,    the  Agency  believes  that  Uie 
potential  safeguards  which  might  be  utilized  may  not  adequately  protect  tlie 
environment   from  hazards  arising  rraa  this  action.     The  Agency  reourca&nds  tiiat 
alternatives  to  tr*i  accxon  be  analyzed  further    (uicluciircg  Use  possibility  of 
no  action  at  all) . 

Adecu.icv  of   tie   Ina&ct  State:  nent 


Category   1- 


-jiia  te 


The  draft   iqpact  statement  adequately  sets  forth  Uie  enviror-rt-ntal   itfpact  of 
Uie  proposed  project  or  action  as  well  as  al ternatives  reasonably  available 
to  the  project  or  action. 

Category  2— insufficient  Information 

tTA  believes  that  Uie  draft  impact  statement  does  not  contain  sufficient 
information  to  assess  fully  the  environmental  impact  of  the  prcposed  project 
or  action,      liowever,    from  the  information  submitted^    the  Agency  is  able  to 
irake  a  prelipiinary  dutemu nation  of  the  liipaet  on  the  environment.      EPA  has 
requested  that    the  originator  provide  the  information  that  was  not  included 
in  tlk:  draft  statement. 

Category   3  —  I nadoquata 

UJA  believes  th.it   the  draft   in  pact  state.'tt±nt  does  not  adequately  assess  the 
en  vi  re:  cental    impact  of   ti:e  proposed  project  or  action,   or  that   -ihe  statement 
iiiad*-*  mate  ly  analyzes  reasonably  available  alternatives.     The  -tac-ncy  has 
rcquestird  cure   uirbrr-at  ion  ana  analysis  concerning   the  potential  en'/ircnm.fital 
hazards  >niJ  lias  asked  th.it   substantial  revision  tJe  :nade   to  Uie   impact 
statt-m.'fit. 


K 


ict   stain 


tliv  pro 
tee  such  . 


nt    is  ossitiikxl  a  Catixpry   3,   no  ration  will  be  made 
since  a  basis  does  not  generally  exist  oa  uracil  to 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENT  LETTERS 


2-1       The  Proposed  Action  is  BLM's  Preferred  Alternative  because  it  is 

drawn  from  the  detailed  conflict  analysis  from  MFP  Step  2,  part  of 
BLM's  land  use  planning  process.   As  a  total  package,  it  presents  a 
balanced  use  of  all  resources  and  promotes  to  some  degree  all 
multiple  use  objectives,  for  study  in  the  DSIS.   Other  alternatives 
are  designed  to  favor  particular  resources  for  analysis  purposes. 
The  grazing  management  program  that  is  ultimately  selected  may 
consist  of  components  from  any  or  all  of  the  alternatives. 

2-2       See  DEIS  page  41,  under  Introduction,  third  paragraph:   "In  other 
cases,  impact  analysis  requires  a  site-specific  proposal  to 
accurately  gauge  effects.   Thus,  impacts  to  such  values  as...  soils 
and  watershed ,.. .cannot  be  evaluated  until  a  specific  project  is 
identified ." 

2-3       In  the  gathering  of  data  to  determine  livestock  forage  condition, 

the  influences  of  grazing  and  natural  conditions  are  not  considered. 
Livestock  forage  condition  is  determined  by  the  percent  of 
desirable,  intermediate,  and  undesirable  species  of  each  vegetation 
type  for  the  class  of  livestock  authorized  to  graze  on  that  area. 
Therefore,  from  the  data  gathered  and  method  used  to  collect  the 
data,  we  are  unable  to  determine  if  livestock  forage  condition  is 
attributable  to  overgrazing  or  natural  condition.   Unfortunately 
this  type  of  condition  class  rating  was  the  only  measurement  we  had 
available  for  the  DEIS  analysis  of  the  range.   The  final  decisions 
as  to  the  type  of  management  in  a  given  area  will  be  based  on 
Coordinated  Resource  Management  Planning  and  data  gathered  from 
monitoring  studies. 

2-4       If  the  No  Action  Alternative  were  chosen,  all  wildlife  benefits  that 
are  presently  occurring  would  be  decreased.   Small  game  hunting 
would  decline  to  the  level  expected  in  a  dry  year,  $307,300,  from 
the  twenty-year-average  value  of  $903,900.   All  bighorn  sheep 
hunting  would  decline  from  present  levels  to  zero.   This  loss  to 
income  will  happen  when  the  first  dry  year  occurs.   If  it  occurs 
during  Year  One,  then  the  accumulated  loss  amortized  over  25  years 
would  be  $7,250,000.   If  the  first  dry  year  occurred  during  Year  25, 
then  benefits  lost  would  be  zero,  as  indicated  in  Appendix  Table 
D-4,  DEIS  Page  78.   It  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  document  to 
determine  when  the  first  dry  year  occurs,  therefore,  the  loss  of 
benefits  will  be  between  7,250,000  (worst  case)  and  zero  (best 
case).   The  benefit-cost  analysis  is  then  either  a  negative  number 
or  zero-to-one. 

A  hunter-day  value  is  the  estimated  sum  of  all  actual  expenses 
incurred  by  the  participant  including  gas,  auto  repairs,  ammunition, 
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lodging,  food,  etc.   The  loss  of  income  from  decreased  hunter-days 
would  be  to  many  sectors  within  Clark  County.   This  would  not  be  a 
direct  impact  to  county  government  income,  but  it  would,  through 
other  sectors,  decrease  total  projected  income  within  the  county, 
thereby  decreasing  county  government  revenue  by  an  undetermined 
amount . 

5-1       Numerous  criteria  were  examined  to  determine  justification  for 
ephemeral-perennial  reclassification.   He  first  examined  the 
possibility  of  using  forage  production  data  from  the  1979  Clark 
County  Range  Survey,  however,  a  State  Director  decision  not  to  use 
the  range  survey  for  forage  allocations  led  to  a  decision  to  not  use 
the  range  survey  data.   A  second  method  was  suggested  based  on  the 
percentage  of  desirable  and  intermediate  forage  species  found  in  a 
vegetation  type,  however  this  method  was  discarded  because  of 
numerous  discrepancies  in  the  data. 

The  method  used  for  proposing  reclassification  of  ranges  to 
ephemeral-perennial  was  selected  based  on  the  criteria  defined  in 
the  BLM  Manual  4112.54c(5),  "A  Special  Rule  for  Southwest  Desert 
Ranges."   These  criteria  are  explained  on  DEIS  page  29,  under 
Livestock  Grazing,  fourth  paragraph.   The  professional  judgement  of 
BLM  range  conservationists  was  used  to  determine  areas  with 
potential  for  improvement  of  perennial  forage.   These  allotments 
were  proposed  for  reclassification  for  purposes  of  analysis  in  this 
DEIS.   Monitoring  studies  will  be  used  to  determine  the  amounts  of 
existing  perennial  forage  on  each  allotment,  and  CRMP 
recommendations  will  be  used  to  determine  the  minimum  amount  of 
existing  perennial  forage  necessary  to  qualify  an  allotment  for 
reclassification  to  ephemeral-perennial. 

5-2       On  DEIS  page  10,  the  18  allotments  referred  to  are  the  total  number 
of  allotments  in  Clark  County  that  are  proposed  for  reclassification 
to  ephemeral-perennial.   Two  of  those  allotments  are  managed  by  the 
Arizona  Strip  District  (see  DEIS  page  10,  under  Allotment 
Characteristics,  first  paragraph).   On  DEIS  page  47,  the  "Fifteen 
Nevada-administered  allotments"  refer  to  the  15  out  of  16  allotments 
managed  by  the  Las  Vegas  District  that  are  proposed  for 
reclassification  to  ephemeral-perennial,  and  that  meet  the  criteria 
for  intensive  (I  category)  management.   One  of  the  16 
Nevada-administered  allotments  recommended  for  ephemeral-perennial 
reclassification  would  be  managed  under  the  Maintenance  (M)  category 
(see  DEIS  page  11,  under  Long  Term,  first  paragraph). 

8-1       See  Response  5-1. 

8-2       Livestock  forage  condition  and  vegetation  types,  as  discussed  on 
DEIS  pages  24  and  25,  were  not  used  in  the  determination  of 
allotments  qualified  for  reclassification.   The  criteria  used  for 
proposing  reclassification  were  selected  from  BLM  Manual  4112.54c(5) 
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which  defines  the  procedures  and  criteria  for  designation  of  ranges. 
However,  the  final  decision  on  reclassification  of  allotments  will 
not  be  made  until  Coordinated  Resource  Management  Planning 
consultation  is  conducted. 

3-3       Eight  specific  resource  problems  on  the  range  in  Clark  County  were 
described  on  DEIS  pages  9  and  10:  1)  ephemeral  forage  available  to 
desert  tortoise;  2)  significant  unrecognized  and  possible  misuse  of 
perennial  forage;  3)  bighorn  sheep  habitat;  4)  degradation  of 
riparian  habitats;  5)  concentrated  livestock  use  of  desert  washes; 
6)  large  burro  herd  on  Gold  Butte;  7)  dramatic  fluctuations  in  small 
game  populations;  and  8)  licensing  of  domestic  sheep  in  bighorn 
habitat . 

No  range  management  program  can  solve  all  conflicts  for  the  maximum 
benefit  of  all  resources,  but  the  Proposed  Action  would  achieve  some 
or  even  an  optimum  degree  of  resolution  of  all  of  the  eight 
identified  problems.   The  elements  of  reclassification,  strict 
inspection  of  ephemeral  forage  production  prior  to  licensing 
livestock  use,  adjustment  to  desirable  numbers  of  wild  horses  and 
burros,  development  of  HMPs ,  implementation  of  grazing  systems,  and 
development  of  the  specified  range  improvements,  all  accomplished 
using  monitoring  data  and  CRMP  consultation,  will  achieve  some 
relief  for  all  multiple  use  conflicts  and  are  all  important 
components  of  the  Proposed  Action  (see  DEIS  pages  10  and  11.)   The 
scarcity  of  water  as  a  limiting  factor  is  recognized  on  DEIS  page 
25.   Also  see  Response  2-1. 

10-1      The  desirability  rating  of  forage  plants,  used  in  determining 

livestock  forage  condition  on  Clark  County  range,  was  prepared  for 
the  Las  Vegas  District  in  a  joint  meeting  between  Riverside,  St. 
George,  and  Las  Vegas  BLM  District  resource  specialists.   All 
desirability  ratings  and  proper-use-factors  were  presented  to  the 
BLM  Nevada  State  Office  and  cleared  by  that  office  before  use  in  the 
1979  range  survey.   The  Forest  Service  Range  Plant  Handbook  was  not 
used  for  this  purpose,  but  some  species  from  the  Handbook  were 
included  on  Table  2-2,  DEIS  page  37.   The  issue  of  which  forage 
species  are  "desirable"  to  livestock  in  Clark  County  and  which 
forage  species  will  be  managed  for  in  allotment  management  plans 
will  be  determined  through  further  on-the-ground  vegetation  studies 
and  CRMP  consultation. 

Concerning  the  fecal  analysis  study  conducted  by  UNR  on  the  Crescent 
Peak  allotment,  this  is  a  limited  study  which  does  not  conclusively 
indicate  the  desirability  of  forage  species.   This  study  simply 
indicates  which  species  were  eaten  by  cattle  on  the  Crescent  Peak 
allotment,  and  that  cattle  have  diverse  foraging  habits  which  change 
with  the  season.   It  cannot  be  used  to  establish  desirability 
ratings  for  all  the  vegetation  types  in  Clark  County. 
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10-2      We  do  lack  study  data  in  Clark  County  to  conclusively  demonstrate 
the  assumption  that  there  will  be  a  continued  loss  of  perennial 

forage.   However,  these  statements  were  drawn  from  studies  conducted 
in  other  similar  desert  areas-   These  conclusions  were  made  on  the 
professional  judgement  of  3LM  range  conservationists  that  damage 
which  has  occurred  from  livestock  grazing  in  other  similar  areas 
could  occur  in  this  area. 

10-3      The  contributions  of  ranching  to  local  community  attitudes  and  the 
tourism  industry  are  recognized  on  DEIS  page  35,  first  paragraph. 

10-4      According  to  the  CEQ  regulations  (Sec.  1502.22),  worst  case  impact 
analysis  must  be  done  if  data  is  not  available  to  substantiate 
otherwise.   Impacts  for  wildlife  are  based  on  the  assumption  that  if 
overgrazing  is  occurring,  nothing  would  be  done  about  it  under  the 
No  Action  Alternative.   No  study  results  are  presented  in  the  DEIS 
documenting  that  cattle  are  overgrazing  tortoise  habitat  within 
Clark  County,  and  under  the  No  Action  Alternative  monitoring  studies 
to  document  overgrazing  would  not  even  be  accomplished.   Twenty-five 
years  of  continuous  overgrazing,  the  timeframe  of  the  long  term, 
would  cause  wildlife  declines  unless  the  populations  have  already 
bottomed  out.   Also  see  Response  18-2. 

10-5      All  allotments  in  Clark  County  are  currently  classified  as  ephemeral 
range,  therefore  there  are  no  "preference"  AUMs  available  to  any 
livestock  operator  in  Clark  County.   The  five-year-average  use  was 
selected  because  BLM  range  conservationists  felt  this  number  was 
representative  of  livestock  use  in  Clark  County.   These  AUM  figures 
will  not  be  used  as  the  allocations  of  use  on  ephemeral-perennial 
allotments.   All  forage  allocations  will  be  determined  through 
Coordinated  Resource  Management  Planning  consultation  and  monitoring 
studies . 

10-6      The  Problem  5  (DEIS  page  9)  statement  that  "desert  wash  areas... are 
receiving  concentrated,  unrelieved  pressure  from  livestock"  is 
misleading  and  is  corrected  in  the  FEIS  ERRATA  Section.   What  is 
meant  is  that  during  periods  when  cattle  are  grazing  near  these 
washes,  they  tend  to  remain  in  these  washes  more  than  the 
surrounding  terrain.   In  discussions  between  livestock  operators  and 
BLM  range  specialists,  it  has  generally  been  agreed  that  desert 
washes  are  favored  by  livestock,  because  most  of  the  available 
perennial  forage  occurs  in  these  washes  as  compared  to  the 
surrounding  desert,  and  possibly  because,  as  one  operator  has 
suggested,  the  soil  is  "easier  on  their  feet." 

10-7      Published,  available  scientific  documentation  indicates  that 

tortoises  do  use  perennial  grasses  that  are  preferred  livestock 
forage  in  Clark  County.  Galleta  grass,  Hilaria  rigida;  bush  muhly, 
Muhlenbergia  porteri;  and  Indian  ricegrass,  Oryzopsis  hymenoides  are 
three  documented  examples.   Desert  mallow,  Sphaeralcea  ambigua,  and 
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winterfat,  Eurotia  lanata,  both  perennial  shrubs,  are  also  valuable 
livestock  forage  in  Clark  County  and  are  used  by  tortoise  (Woodbury 
and  Handy  1943;  Berry  1973;  Hohman  and  Ohraart  1980).   These 
perennial  plants  become  important  food  sources  for  tortoises  when 
succulent  annual  forbs  and  grasses  are  unavailable  (Hohman  and 
Ohraart  1980;  Berry  1978).   Continuous  yearlong  grazing  leads  to 
inequitable  distribution  of  use  among  forage  species,  with  favorite 
species  being  grazed  more  closely  and  more  often  than  those  that  are 
less  palatable  (Martin  1975).   Yearlong  grazing  year  after  year,  as 
occurs  on  149,300  acres  of  crucial  tortoise  habitat,  with  no 
management  directed  at  the  perennial  species,  will  probably  reduce 
those  preferred  perennial  livestock  forages  that  tortoise  also  use. 

Tortoise  and  livestock  have  also  been  documented  to  use  the  same 
annual  forages.   Using  fecal  analysis  for  tortoise  and  cattle  on  the 
same  range  at  the  same  time,  Hohman  and  Ohmart  on  the  Beaver  Dam 
Slope  in  Arizona  found  that  cattle  prefer  many  of  the  same  annual 
forbs  and  grasses  as  tortoises.   Indian  wheat,  Plantago  insularis, 
and  filaree,  Srodium  cicutarium,  were  notable.   In  April  of  1978 
Indian  wheat  made  up  48.8  percent  of  tortoise  and  33.6  percent  of 
cattle  diet.   Erodium  cicutarium  made  up  16.8  percent  of  tortoise 
and  17.4  percent  of  cattle  diets.   All  four  conditions  for 
competition  as  outlined  in  Comment  Letter  19  would  be  met  where 
livestock  are  grazing  on  tortoise  habitat  in  years  of  low  annual 
forage  production  because  the  small  amount  of  annual  forage  produced 
is  sought  by  both  animals. 

II— 1      Since  impacts  to  cultural  resources  cannot  be  determined  or 

quantified  until  project  locations  are  specified  (see  DEIS  page  41, 
under  Introduction,  third  paragraph),  effects  to  this  resource  were 
considered  to  be  prevented  and/or  mitigated  by  Standard  Operating 
Procedures  1  and  5  (see  DEIS  pages  16  and  17).   Application  of  these 
measures  would  render  the  potential  environmental  consequences  to 
cultural  resources  equivalent  under  all  alternatives. 

There  are  currently  2,803  cultural  resource  sites  recorded  in  Clark 
County.   Site  locations  are  plotted  on  overlays  completed  as  part  of 
the  Unit  Resource  Analysis  (1981)  phase  of  the  BLM  planning  process. 

A  Class  I  literature  review  for  the  entire  Clark  County  was 
completed  in  1979  (Hauck  et  al.).   Several  Class  II  and  hundreds  of 
smaller  Class  III  intensive  surveys  have  been  done.   Only  181,872.7 
acres,  or  3.6  percent  of  the  county,  have  been  inventoried  to  at 
least  a  Class  II  intensity. 

National  Register  sites  in  the  county  are  as  follows:  Tim  Springs 
and  Sloan  petroglyph  sites,  Corn  Creek  campsite,  Tule  Springs 
archaeological  site,  Las  Vegas  and  Mormon  Well  springs,  Sheep 
Mountains  archaeological  district,  Sandstone  and  Kyle  Planches,  Las 
Vegas  Mormon  Fort,  Hidden  Forest  Cabin,  Potosi  Mining  District,  and 
Hoover  Dam. 
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Sites  nominated  to  the  National  Register  or  pending  are  Brownstone 
Canyon  archaeological  district,  Pueblo  Grande  de  Nevada,  Las  Vegas 
Wash  archaeological  district,  sites  AZF:5:1  (ASU)  and  2  (ASU), 
Bunkerville  Historic  District,  and  the  Blacksmith  Shop  and  Mesquite 
"douse  on  the  Desert  National  Wildlife  Range. 

13-1      Since  specific  developments  will  not  be  proposed  until  monitoring 
has  provided  sufficient  data  and  the  CRMP  process  has  been 
initiated,  concerns  for  and  information  on  unique  plant  communities 
will  be  considered  as  project  plans  are  developed  through  CRMP 
consultation. 

15-1      Perennial  grazing  preference  will  be  established  per  allotment  based 
only  on  the  amount  of  perennial  forage  that  monitoring  and  the  CRMP 
process  determine  to  be  available  in  each  allotment.   Also  see 
Responses  2-1  and  5-1. 

16-1      Current  numbers  of  bighorn  sheep  are  identified  on  Table  2-3,  DEIS 
page  38.   Reasonable  numbers  identified  in  that  same  Table  are  the 
long  term  management  goal  under  all  alternatives  except  the  No 
Action  Alternative,  where  existing  levels  would  be  the  management 
goal,  and  the  Livestock  Production  Alternative,  where  current  levels 
would  be  the  goal  except  in  the  Virgin  and  Newberry  Mountains, 
where  numbers  would  be  allowed  to  decrease. 

Present  tortoise  population  levels  in  the  crucial  tortoise  habitat 
identified  on  Table  2-5,  DEIS  page  39,  would  be  approximately  50 
tortoises  per  square  mile  relative  density.   The  management  goals 
would  be  to  at  least  maintain  and  possibly  increase  tortoises  above 
this  density  in  crucial  habitat  in  all  alternatives  except  the 
Livestock  Production  Alternative  where  no  goal  exists.   Maintaining 
tortoise  at  current  levels  under  the  No  Action  Alternative  may  be 
infeasible  although  it  is  still  a  goal  as  stated  on  DEIS  page  12. 

Appendix  Table  C-l,  DEIS  page  76,  gives  estimated  quail  population 
levels  for  various  years.   No  specific  goal  levels  for  quail  are 
established  for  any  of  the  alternatives.   No  goal  levels  have  been 
established  for  other  wildlife  species. 

16-2      There  are  no  designated  Threatened  or  Endangered  plant  species  in 
Clark  County.   None  of  the  sensitive  plant  species  in  Clark  County 
are  affected  by  livestock  grazing  because  only  one  species  is 
located  in  an  area  where  there  is  some  livestock  grazing  and  it  is 
inaccessible  to  livestock  because  it  grows  on  steep,  sandy  slopes. 
Because  there  were  no  anticipated  impacts  to  sensitive  plant  species 
from  livestock  grazing,  no  analysis  was  necessary. 

17-1      The  benefits  that  are  projected  are  derived  not  only  from  changes  in 
livestock  AIMS,  but  also  from  changes  that  occur  in  other  range 
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users.   In  the  case  of  the  Proposed  Action,  4,360  livestock  ALU-Is  are 
lost  (negative  benefits)  while  the  income  from  hunting  (small  game 
and  bighorn  sheep)  is  expected  to  grow  (positive  benefits).   The  net 
benefits,  since  the  increase  in  hunting  is  greater  than  the  decrease 
in  livestock  AUils ,  is  large  enough  to  provide  a  favorable  benefit. 

The  Tables  on  DEIS  pages  6  and  7  summarize  the  impacts  and  economic 
data  from  Chapter  Three.   Changes  in  AUMs ,  etc,  and  the  underlying 
assumptions  that  were  used  in  estimating  change  are  explained  in 
detail  on  DEIS  pages  43  through  62. 

17-2      The  amount  of  fencing  for  separation  of  bighorn  and  cattle 

identified  in  the  DEIS  is  the  amount  identified  that  could  be 
accomplished  in  the  five-year  short-term  timeframe  at  current  1932 
funding  levels.   The  amount  of  fencing  may  appear  small  because  it 
is  intended  only  for  gap  fencing  and  enclosing  spring  sites,  the 
objective  being  to  separate  bighorn  and  livestock  in  conflict  areas 
by  controlling  access  to  waters,  not  by  fencing  off  portions  of 
habitat.   Future  habitat  management  plans  are  expected  to  delineate 
additional  fencing,  water  developments,  or  other  habitat  improvement 
projects  that  may  be  needed  to  reduce  conflicts  between  livestock 
and  wildlife,  as  funding  levels  permit.   Some  of  the  conflicts 
hopefully  can  be  resolved  through  the  CRMP  and  monitoring 
processes . 

17-3      The  historic  wildlife  funding  levels  printed  on  DEIS  page  28,  under 
Wildlife  Funding,  are  accurate  representations  of  the  portions  of 
BLM  Nevada  State  wildlife  funds  that  have  been  received  in  the  Las 
Vegas  District.   Projected  availability  of  wildlife  funding  in  the 
future  was  considered  reasonable  at  the  time  the  DEIS  was  being 
written,  in  early  1982. 

18-1      Table  2-7,  DEIS  page  29,  does  not  indicate  proper  periods  of  use,  it 
simply  indicates  the  current  allotment  use  patterns.   These  use 
patterns  are  not  considered  or  stated  as  being  proper  or  improper, 
they  are  the  period-of-use  of  the  livestock  operators  at  this  time. 
Numerous  studies  conducted  in  semi-arid  and  arid  deserts  indicate 
that  fall  and  winter  grazing  are  the  least  harmful.   The  common 
grazing  periods  of  March  to  May  (8  allotments)  and  of  yearlong  use 
(16  allotments)  include  spring  grazing  and  are  of  concern  in  Clark 
County. 

18-2      The  "static  trend"  for  bighorn  sheep  means  that  the  populations 

appear  to  be  maintaining  at  or  near  the  current  level.   This  level, 
however,  is  far  below  the  level  that  could  be  achieved  through 
proper  management.   The  impact  of  cattle  competition  on  bighorn 
populations  is  demonstrated  in  the  following  statement  from  The 
Desert  Bighorn  Sheep  of  Nevada,  Nevada  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
Biological  Bulletin  No.  6,  page  57  (McQuivey  1978):   "Competition 
for  forage  between  cattle  and  desert  bighorn  continues  to  be  a  major 
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factor  in  limiting  sheep  populations  in  Southern  and  Central  Nevada. 
A  comparison  of  those  ranges  in  the  State  that  are  grazed  by  cattle 
versus  those  that  are  not  shows  that  livestock  grazing  results  in 
significantly  lower  sheep  densities.   The  comparison  between  areas 
was  aiade  on  the  basis  of  livestock  grazing  use  only,  irrespective  of 
differences  in  forage  types,  water  availability,  or  other  factors. 
Grazed  areas  support  an  average  of  0.83  sheep  per  square  mile  of 
habitat  while  bighorn  densities  in  ungrazed  areas  average  2.54  sheep 
per  square  mile.   A  standard  statistical  analysis  showed  "T"  equal 
to  2.97  and  "P"  equal  to  0.01,  indicating  a  significant  difference 
between  these  two  conditions." 

See  Table  2-3  on  DEIS  page  38  for  current  and  projected  reasonable 
numbers.   The  conflicts  described  on  DEIS  page  26  include 
competition  between  cattle  and  bighorn  for  forage  on  gentle  slopes 
and  in  washes  adjacent  to  bighorn  escape  cover  (rough  terrain)  and 
water  sources.   This  forage  competition  together  with  other  limiting 
factors,  such  as  pinyon- juniper  invasion  on  bighorn  habitat,  is  felt 
to  contribute  to  the  maintenance  of  bighorn  populations  at  low 
levels.   Populations  at  low  levels  increase  the  chances  of 
extirpation  from  environmental  changes.   (Also  see  Pvesponse  10-4.) 

18-3      See  Response  10-7. 

18-4      See  Response  10-1. 

18-5      See  Response  10-2.   As  stated  on  DEIS  page  24,  phenology  data  from 
neighboring  areas  have  been  examined  for  the  general  overview 
required  for  this  analysis.   More  specific  data  will  be  obtained  by 
monitoring  and  any  grazing  treatments  dependent  on  local  phenology 
data  will  be  developed  after  that  data  becomes  available  and  through 
CRMP  consultation. 

18-6      Rainfall,  terrain,  and  soil  have  an  important  effect  on  vegetation, 
and  some  areas  which  have  not  been  grazed  for  several  years  will 
appear  similar  to  grazed  areas.   This  illustrates  the  fragile  nature 
of  the  desert  area,  and  the  slow  recovery  rate  of  desert 
vegetation. 

18-7      The  five-year-average  annual  licensed  AUM  use  figure  was  used  as  a 
consistent  figure  representative  of  current  livestock  use  in  Clark 
County,  for  analysis  purposes  of  the  DEIS  only.   It  represents 
neither  an  increase  nor  a  decrease  in  livestock  use,  but  a 
continuing  present  level  of  usage  of  seasonally  available  forage 
until  monitoring  data  and  CRMP  consultation  suggest  initial  stocking 
levels  for  perennial  forage. 

18-8      Neither  the  "amount  of  land"  nor  an  allocation  of  AUMs  is  specified, 
other  than  for  comparative  analysis  purposes,  for  wildlife,  wild 
horses  and  burros,  and  livestock.   Use  of  the  range  in  terras  of 
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space  and  forage  available  will  be  determined  after  monitoring  data 
becomes  available  and  through  CRMP  consultation. 

18-9      Information  from  local  ranchers  will  be  considered  along  with 

monitoring  data  in  determining  carrying  capacity  of  the  range.   See 

Response  18-7  for  an  explanation  of  the  use  of  the  five-year-average 
annual  licensed  AUM  figure. 

19-1      Livestock  forage  condition  simply  describes  the  existing  vegetation 
in  terms  of  percent  composition.   This  was  the  only  measurement  of 
any  form  of  range  condition  we  had  available.   The  data  was  used  for 
analysis  purposes  only  and  no  proposal  for  reclassification  was 
based  on  livestock  forage  condition.   We  did  not  intend  for  the 
discussion  on  livestock  forage  condition  to  allude  to  ecological 
range  condition.   No  decisions  will  be  made  based  on  this  data.   All 
final  decisions  will  be  made  after  monitoring  studies  and  through 
CRMP  consultation. 

19-2      The  evaluation  that  the  Upper  Mormon  Mesa  allotment  is  in  "good 

condition"  and  at  or  close  to  its  perennial  potential  was  made  based 
on  the  judgement  of  BLM  range  conservationists  and  talks  with  the 
livestock  operator  on  that  allotment.   The  statement  that  this 
allotment  is  in  good  condition  refers  to  the  overall  management 
practices  and  uses  on  the  allotment,  and  was  not  intended  to  be 
interpreted  as  any  form  of  range  condition.   Because  of  the  lack  of 
conflicts  on  this  allotment  and  the  good  perennial  forage  production 
in  certain  areas  of  the  allotment,  based  on  the  judgement  of  BLM 
range  conservationists,  this  allotment  should  probably  be  in  the  M 
category.   However,  decisions  on  selective  management  intensity  are 
also  subject  to  CRMP  consultation,  and  the  designations  used  in  the 
DEIS,  although  proposed  and  commented  on  in  the  scoping  process, 
were  for  purposes  of  analysis. 

Most  of  the  data  from  the  1979  range  survey  was  not  used  in  this 
document  for  analysis  purposes  nor  will  allocation,  management 
intensity,  or  other  decisions  be  based  solely  on  this  data. 

19-3      See  Response  10-1. 

19-4      The  descriptions  of  livestock  forage  condition  and  range  condition 
were  presented  to  indicate  the  difference  between  the  two  and 
hopefully  to  clarify  what  the  measurement  of  livestock  forage 
condition  truly  indicates.   The  terms  were  not  intended  to  be 
confusing  but  to  clarify  what  range  condition  is,  so  the  reader 
could  better  understand  the  limitations  of  the  livestock  forage 
condition  ratings. 

See  the  FEIS  ERRATA  Section  for  some  clarifying  corrections  on  this 
issue . 
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L9-5      The  range  survey  was  conducted  in  all  of  Clark  County  and  livestock 
forage  condition  and  apparent  trend  data  were  gathered  in  all  areas 
of  the  county.   The  statement  "extrapolated  to  areas  for  which  no 
data  "was  available,"  on  DEIS  page  41,  means  that  conclusions  from 
studies  in  other  areas  were  extrapolated  to  this  area  foe  analysis 
purposes  only.   However,  to  avoid  confusion  this  statement  will  be 
deleted  from  the  DEIS. 

Apparent  trend  data  is  indeed  not  useful  for  analytical  purposes, 
and  no  apparent  trend  data  was  used  for  the  DEIS  analysis  or  in  any 
recommended  reclassifications  of  allotments. 

19-6      No  allotments  have  been  reclassified  to  ephemeral-perennial  yet. 

The  allotments  in  the  DEIS  are  proposed  for  reclassification.   All 
allotments  will  be  re-evaluated  through  the  CRM?  process  before  any 
final  decisions  are  made.   All  final  decisisons  will  be  based  on 
data  from  monitoring  studies  and  made  through  CMP  consultation. 
Also  see  Response  5-1. 

19-7      According  to  the  criteria  for  classifying  ranges  to 

ephemeral-perennial,  if  a  portion  of  the  allotment  meets  the 
criteria  the  entire  allotment  can  then  be  reclassified.   The  IS 
allotments  proposed  for  reclassification  fall  into  this  category. 
The  large  sizes  of  allotments  in  Clark  County  would  account  for  the 
fact  that  60  percent  of  the  acreage  in  Clark  County  is  proposed  for 
reclassification.   Even  though  many  areas  within  large  allotments 
will  probably  not  improve  enough  to  change  livestock  forage 
condition  ratings,  conditions  can  be  improved  enough  in  some  areas 
of  the  allotments  to  justify  reclassification. 

19-8      The  five-year-average  annual  licensed  use  of  30,856  AUMs  that 

appears  in  Table  1-1  (DEIS  page  18)  represents  an  annual  average  of 
the  ephemeral  AUMs  licensed  on  all  allotments  in  Clark  County.   On 
DEIS  page  10,  the  five-year-average  licensed  use  of  24,158  AUMs 
represents  those  AUMs  that  have  been  used  in  the  past  on  those  16 
Nevada-administered  allotments  proposed  for  ephemeral-perennial 
reclassification. 

19-9      See  Response  18-7. 

19-10     Lost  revenues,  for  purposes  of  analysis,  were  considered  as  negative 
benefits.   Net  benefits  are  equal  to  benefits  gained  minus  benefits 
lost.   Net  benefits  were  used  in  the  analysis,  therefore  lost 
revenue  is  included. 

It  would  be  in  error  to  consider  lost  revenue  as  both  costs  and 
negative  benefits.   Table  1-6  (DEIS  page  21)  represents  the  funding 
necessary  to  implement  each  alternative  without  regard  to  source  of 
funding  (e.g.,  wildlife  appropriations,  livestock  fees,  etc.). 
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The  direct  costs  and  benefits  for  each  alternative  were  calculated 
and  used  for  comparative  purposes.   However,  nany  indirect  costs, 

such  as  BLM  staffing  levels,  travel  costs,  and  administrative  and 
secretarial  support,  could  not  be  accurately  projected,  therefore, 
they  were  omitted.   Likewise  the  associated  benefits  (e.g.,  user 
fees,  grazing  fees,  adoption  fees,  etc.)  were  omitted  since  they  go 
directly  to  the  general  fund  of  the  U.S.  Government,  and  do  not 
relate  to  the  funding  level  of  BLM  (with  the  exception  of  a  portion 
of  the  grazing  fees,  which  are  returned  in  range  development  and 
advisory  board  funding  but  which  are  included  in  project  costs).   It 
is  inconsistent  to  include  benefits  to  BLM  when  costs  are  not 
included. 

BLM  is  not  charged  with  generating  a  positive  cash  flow,  but  with 
the  proper  management  of  the  lands  and  environment.   Consistent  with 
this  intent,  the  economic  analysis  dealt  with  direct  costs  and 
benefits  to  3LM,  the  rancher,  and  to  the  public  in  Clark  County.   To 
broaden  the  scope  of  analysis  to  include  secondary  issues  would 
require  econometric  model  and  techniques  beyond  the  scope  of  this 
document . 

19-11     The  total  amount  of  agriculture  Income  in  Clark  County  in  1978  from 
farm  income  is  $11,794,000  (1978  Census  of  Agriculture,  page  4). 
The  total  income  from  livestock  grazing  on  BLM  lands  is  found  by 
using  the  large  rancher  gross  income  per  cow  of  $175.18  multiplied 
times  the  number  of  animals  (total  AUMs  divided  by  12  to  find 
average  number  of  animals:  30,856  *  12  ■  2,571).   The  gross  income 
from  BLM  allotments  is  then  estimated  at  $449,982  (2,571  x  $175.18) 
which  is  3.815  percent.   The  total  amount  of  income  generated  from 
BLM  allotments  is  less  that  4  percent  of  the  total  agricultural 
income  in  Clark  County,  which  is  not  significant  economically; 
however,  the  significance  of  the  ranching  lifestyle  to  the  gaming 
and  tourism  industries  is  recognized  in  the  Social  Profile,  DEIS 
page  35. 

19-12     See  Responses  10-5  and  18-7. 

19-13     The  15  allotments  proposed  for  continued  nongrazing  in  the  Proposed 
Action,  have  also  been  proposed  for  grazing  under  the  Livestock 
Production  Alternative,  and  7  of  them  have  been  proposed  for  grazing 
under  the  No  Action  Alternative.   The  impacts  of  allowing  livestock 
grazing  in  these  areas  where  grazing  has  not  occurred  for  at  least 
the  past  seven  years  are  analyzed  on  DEIS  pages  56-59.   This  action 
could  be  part  of  the  livestock  grazing  program  selected  in  the  final 
decision,  although  funding  for  developments  and  management  to 
resolve  conflicts  may  be  limited. 

19-14     The  BLM  Range  Manual  does  not  specify  or  provide  guidance  on 

methodologies  for  determining  ephemeral  forage  available.   Past 
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techniques  used  on  the  Las  Vegas  District  have  included  visual 
observation,  personal  communication  with  livestock,  operators,  and 

clipping  and  weighing.   For  purposes  of  analysis  in  the  DEIS,  the 
team  assumed  "strict  ephemeral  inspections"  to  mean  the  more 
accurate  clip  and  weigh  technique.   Future  methodologies  will  be 
established  through  CRMP  consultation. 

Technically,  ephemeral  forage  cannot  be  "allocated,"  nor  are 
preference  AUMs ,  which  can  be  allocated,  established  on  ephemeral 
range.   Livestock  have  been  and  will  continue  to  be  authorized  to 
graze  '.-Then  sufficient  ephemeral  forage  is  produced  or  when  growth  of 
ephemeral  forage  is  assured.   Eventual  reservations  of  ephemeral 
forage  for  other  resource  uses  will  be  considered  and  determined 
through  CRMP  consultation. 

19-15     See  Response  10-4. 

19-16     See  Response  10-7. 

21-1      On  Table  2-6,  DEIS  page  40,  Footnote  (1)  explains  that  projections 
of  wild  burro  numbers  from  the  1979  inventory  have  been  made  to 
1983,  the  time  of  implementation  of  this  EIS,  not  to  1981.   From  the 
Tassi-Gold  Butte  HMAP  (1982)  estimate  of  288  burros  (based  on 
1979-1980  inventories),  the  projected  rate  of  annual  population 
increase  of  20  percent  (see  addition  in  FEIS  ERRATA  Section)  places 
"current"  population  levels  in  1983  at  498  burros. 

21-2      Direct  competition  between  wild  burros  and  livestock  on  Gold  Butte 
may  exist  in  the  future,  however,  present  observations  and  studies 
indicate  that  it  is  not  yet  a  problem.   While  it  is  a  fact  that 
grass  is  preferred  by  both  burros  and  cattle,  the  Tassi-Gold  Butte 
HMAP  (page  5)  points  out  that  Gold  Butte  is  dominated  by  shrub 
species,  not  grasses,  and  that  white  bursage  is  the  favored  species 
of  burro  diets  (HMAP  page  8).   Where  grasses  do  not  exist  in 
substantial  amounts,  other  plants  are  used  in  both  burro  and  cattle 
diets . 

The  major  limiting  factor  on  southwest  ranges  is  water,  rather  than 
desirable  grass  species.   On  Gold  Butte,  there  is  little  overlap 
between  burros  and  cattle  because  cattle  graze  primarily  within  the 
interior  of  the  area  where  water  improvements  have  been  developed, 
and  burros  tend  to  be  found  on  the  border  of  Lake  Mead.   It  is 
anticipated  that  burros  would  move  out  of  this  use  area  only  if 
forage  there  became  inadequate,  caused  by  expanding  burro 
populations  and  subsequent  overgrazing  by  the  burro  herd  rather  than 
competition  between  burros  and  livestock. 

Competition  around  perennial  springs  has  been  documented  in  the 
Tassi-Gold  Butte  HMAP  (page  13)  only  for  the  Tassi  allotment.   There 
is  no  indication  that  this  is  a  problem  at  this  time  or  would  become 
one  under  an  AMP  on  the  Gold  Butte  allotment. 
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22-1      See  Response  18-7. 

22-2      Data  from  the  1979  range  survey  were  used  only  in  a  determination  of 
livestock  forage  condition,  not  range  condition.   Neither  livestock 
forage  condition  nor  range  condition  were  used  to  categorise 
allotments  into  M,  I,  or  C  categories.   See  Response  19-2  and  DEIS 
pages  14  and  15,  under  Selective  Management,  for  descriptions  of  the 
criteria  used  and  the  data  available  to  interpret  these  criteria  in 
assigning  management  intensity  categories. 

22-3      See  Response  19-13. 

22-4      See  Response  10-7. 

22-5      See  Response  10-4. 

22-6      It  is  not  anticipated  that  range  improvements  for  livestock  would  be 
located  in  bighorn  habitat,  thus  no  benefits  would  result  for 
bighorn  sheep.   Livestock  developments  benefit  only 
free-water-dependent  wildlife  species,  such  as  quail.   There  would 
therefore  be  no  benefits  to  desert  tortoise  and  in  fact,  detrimental 
impacts  may  even  result.   The  intensive  livestock  use  that  generally 
occurs  for  a  half-mile  radius  around  waters  could  deteriorate 
tortoise  habitat  if  it  previously  had  been  only  lightly  grazed 
because  of  lack  of  water.   Livestock  water  developments  could 
benefit  quail  if  the  new  waters  are  located  in  habitat  that  is  not 
already  serviced  by  guzzlers.   However,  negative  impacts  to  quail  as 
described  on  DEIS  page  5  7  would  outweigh  any  benefits  from  six  new 
livestock  waters.   Overall,  benefits  and  negative  impacts  to 
wildlife  from  livestock  water  developments  are  difficult  to  analyze 
until  specific  locations  are  determined. 

22-7      See  Responses  19-10  and  19-11. 

22-8      See  Responses  10-3  and  19-11. 

22-9      See  Response  19-14. 

24-1      Numerous  studies  and  literature  have  been  prepared  concerning 

grazing  systems  and  grazing  effects  during  different  seasons-of-use 
on  desert  ranges.   Studies  cited  in  the  DEIS  indicate  the  importance 
of  proper  stocking  levels  and  proper  seasons-of-use  on  desert 
vegetation.   The  studies  used  in  the  DEIS  are  Garrison  (1972), 
Trlica  and  Cook  (1971),  and  Van  Poollen  and  Lacey  (1979).   These 
studies  were  conducted  on  similar  desert  ranges  and  it  is  reasonable 
to  assume  the  same  effects  would  occur  in  Clark  County. 

24-2      Refer  to  DEIS  page  9.   The  discussion  under  the  Purpose  of  and  Need 
For  Action  explains  the  role  of  the  BLM  planning  process  and  MFP  2 
recommendations  in  this  EIS. 
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24-3      The  apparent  emphasis  in  the  DEIS  on  game  animals,  desert  tortoise, 
and  wild  horses  and  burros  can  be  attributed  to  the  fact  that  these 
are  the  only  animals  for  which  we  have  population  data  and  studies 
on  how  livestock  grazing  affects  them. 

24-4      The  "baseline  data"  referred  to  on  DEIS  page  41  are  from  the  1979 
range  survey.   The  only  data  used  from  the  survey  were  livestock 
forage  condition  and  apparent  trend.   They  are  considered  only 
baseline  because  a  one-point-in-tirae  study  is  inadequate  to 
determine  carrying  capacity.   Further  monitoring  and  CRMP 
consultation  will  be  used  to  make  these  decisions. 

24-5      A  special  situation  exists  on  the  Gold  Butte  allotment  which  does 
not  exist  in  any  other  location  in  Clark  County.   The  severe 
problems  on  this  allotment  are  attributed  to  the  large  free-roaming 
wild  burro  herd  in  this  area,  therefore  vegetation  goals  will  be 
attained  differently  and  to  a  different  degree  than  in  those  areas 
with  smaller  livestock  herds. 

26-1      Ephemeral-perennial  classifications  are  necessary  in  Clark  County 
before  the  3L2i  can  proceed  with  more  advanced  management  plans. 
Many  allotments  here  have  some  perennial  forage  which  is  available 
to  livestock,  and  some  allotments  have  a  type  of  management  system, 
however,  before  we  can  allocate  this  forage  or  prepare  an  advanced 
multiple  use  allotment  management  plan,  reclassification  must  be 
completed.   Once  allotments  have  been  reclassified,  allocations  of 
forage,  proper  periods-of-use,  and  utilization  levels,  which  will  be 
based  on  monitoring  studies  and  CRMP  consultation,  can  be 
established  . 

26-2  See  Response  19-14. 

26-3  See  Response  19-1. 

26-4  See  Response  18-7. 

26-5  See  Response  19-11. 

26-6  See  Response  19-10. 

26-7      Impacts  to  rancher  wealth  from  changing  livestock  numbers  and 

seasons-of-use  are  analyzed  under  Rancher  Net  Worth  on  DEIS  pages 
49,  52-53,  55,  59,  and  61. 

28-1      The  major  rivers  in  Clark  County  are  generally  warm,  turbid,  and 
have  relatively  high  levels  of  fecal  coliform  bacteria.   The 
Colorado  River  below  Hoover  Dam  is  cooler  and  of  significantly 
better  quality. 
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Impacts  to  water  quality  are  generally  related  to  water  temperature, 
turbidity,  and  fecal  coliform  bacteria. 

Water  temperature  can  be  affected  by  grazing  animals  reducing  the 
amount  of  streaaside  vegetation,  which  shades  and  cools  the  water • 
This  is  presently  not  a  problem  and  is  not  a  significant  concern  in 
any  of  the  DEIS  alternatives. 

Stream  turbidity  is  related  to  erosion,  and  the  associated  soil 
particles  or  other  debris  which  might  become  suspended  in  the 
stream.   The  degree  to  which  grazing  animals  affect  erosion  is 
related  to  intensity  of  use.   Typical  high  use  areas  occur  around 
water  sources  and  in  trailing  areas.   Overgrazing  can  quickly  lead 
to  erosion  problems  in  Clark  County  because  of  the  slow  rate  of 
revegetation  that  occurs  in  arid  climates.   Erosion  concerns  will  be 
addressed  through  CSMP  as  management  plans  and  water  developments 
are  evaluated. 

Fecal  coliform  bacteria  grow  in  the  digestive  tract  of  warm-blooded 
animals  and  are  considered  to  be  indicator  organisms  for  other 
pathogenic  bacteria.   Currently,  State  of  Nevada  standards  are 
exceeded  only  in  the  Muddy  River,  which  currently  has  no  grazing  on 
BLM  lands  adjacent  to  it. 
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